Change of Mind 
Dr. Medford Evans's article "Coup d'Etat," in the April 6th issue of THE NEW 
AMERICAN, gives substance to my previous thoughts that certain Establishment figures, who 
had agreed to let Kennedy money put a son in the White House in 1961, figured they could still 
dominate JFK's Administration for their own goals. However, after three years of his presidency, 
these Establishmentarians saw that JFK was more interested in family power and interests than 
obeisance to their Insider agenda for America. 
Who these figures were -- apparently powerful enough to cover their tracks and earn a 
Warren Commission "whitewash" -remains to be determined. 
EDWARD HAMM, JR. 
Patterson, New Jersey 


Fed Connection 

John McManus is right on target regarding the movie JFK, and Medford Evans's article 
"Coup D'Etat" is outstanding. 

However, there is one coincidence regarding the killing of President Kennedy that, to my 
knowledge, has not been published: Did not Kennedy, shortly before his death, issue an 
executive order for the printing of $450 billion in greenbacks, bypassing the Federal Reserve 
System? 

Since the Federal Reserve banks can be collecting interest on $9,000 to $11,000 for the 
expenditure of $1 and a little bookkeeping, plus expect to be recompensed the $9,000 to $11,000 
without actually lending out any money, I doubt that Kennedy was loved by the owners of the 
Fed. 

DONALD C. ANDERSEN 
Henderson, Nevada 


Too Broad a Brush 

The American Opinion article "America's Culture War" in the March 9th issue was 
excellent. Unfortunately, Mr. Grigg made the mistake of painting with a broad brush the 
Presbyterian Church in regards to the "Human Sexuality Report" of 1991 (which declares 
homosexual love to be right and good.) 

"The Human Sexuality Report" was the work of a small group within the Presbyterian 
Church U.S.A. Other Presbyterian denominations such as the Associate Reformed Presbyterian 
Church, the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, the Presbyterian Reformed Church, and the 
Presbyterian Church in America, would never have considered reviewing the report. 

BUDDY BOONE 
Charlotte, N.C. 


1776 Charter 
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The "two-way wall" between church and state ("Letters to the Editor," March 9th) that 
still confuses many is the result of ignoring our corporate charter of political existence, the 
Declaration of Independence. This deals with "unalienable rights." We limit our political 
knowledge to the Constitution of 1789 and to its "Bill of Rights." 

The First Amendment is a combination of the unalienable right to "liberty" of conscience 
and a clause prohibiting Congress to "establish a national church." Some of the states still had an 
established church, including Rhode Island, and Virginia's Episcopal Church. These churches 
were later disestablished by ordinary state law. 

The 1776 Charter provision that this nation is established under both secular and divine 
law -- "the laws of nature and of nature's God" (a complementary base of both "church and 
state") -- is just now receiving attention, thanks to the publicity given Judge (now Justice) 
Clarence Thomas. Justice Thomas learned at Yale Law School that the Supreme Court decision 
that Dred Scott was "property" could not contravene Dred Scott's "unalienable right" of liberty. 

JOHN W. BRABNER-SMITH 
Washington, DC 


Flawed Theories 
Thank you John F. McManus for exposing the flawed theory behind the ozone panic 
(March 23rd TNA). If William K. Reilly and his ilk were able to deprive us of our chlorine 
compounds, it would almost be as disastrous as forcing us to stop producing carbon dioxide. 
I hope TNA will cover the "Earth Summit" in Rio de Janeiro next June. This type of 
activity is one of the greatest threats to our freedom that I can see at this time. 
JOHN HAND 
Denver, Colorado 


The June Ist TNA will carry a full analysis of the global environmental issue, including 
coverage of the upcoming UN "Earth Summit." -- Ed. 


FRONT PAGE The U.S.-Russian 
Military Merger 
Robert W. Lee 

Nikita Khrushchev suggested it over 30 years ago 


Robert W. Lee is the author of the book United Nations Conspiracy and a regular contributor 


to THE NEW AMERICAN. 


On January 31, 1992, leaders of the 15 countries that currently constitute the United 
Nations Security Council met at UN headquarters in New York City for the first-ever Security 
Council summit. Among other things, the confab pledged to expand the UN's role as world 
"peacekeeper" by strengthening the world body militarily. British Prime Minister John Major, at 
whose behest the summit was convened, told his fellow internationalists: "We should send a 
clear signal that it is through the U.N. and its Security Council that we intend to deal with threats 
to international peace and security." 

The 15 leaders ratified a non-binding declaration which, among other things, asked UN 
Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali to submit to the Security Council by July 1st recommendations 
for enhancing the UN's capacity for "preventive diplomacy, for peace-making and for 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


peace-keeping," which could, as reported by Associated Press, "include creating a standing U.N. 
army." 
Blueprint for Betrayal 

It is within the context of this accelerating United Nations "peacekeeping" power, and the 
receding military proficiency of individual nations (including the U.S.), that the germinating U.S. 
military alliance with the former Soviet Union must be examined. On September 15, 1959, 
then-Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev outlined to the United Nations a three-stage program 
calling for the pooling of national armies under UN control. Two years later, on September 25, 
1961, President John F. Kennedy presented a shockingly similar U.S. plan to the UN. 
Subsequently printed as State Department Publication 7277, entitled Freedom From War: The 
United States Program for General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World, the 
scheme called for the "disbanding of all national armed forces ... other than those required to 
preserve internal order and for contributions to a United Nations Peace force" and the 
"elimination of national arsenals of all armaments ... other than those required for a United 
Nations Peace Force and for maintaining internal order." The goal was to create a situation in 
which "no state would have the military power to challenge the progressively strengthened U.N. 
Peace Force." 

On April 18, 1962, the Kennedy Administration submitted an outline for a formal treaty 
to a disarmament committee convened in Geneva. Entitled Blueprint for the Peace Race, it 
reiterated that parties to the treaty "would progressively strengthen the United Nations Peace 
Force ... until it had sufficient armed forces and armaments so that no state could challenge it." 

This scheme for creating an all-powerful United Nations, originally outlined in Freedom 
from War, remains the policy of the U.S. government. On May 11, 1982, the General Council 
for the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency confirmed in writing to a member of 
Congress that "the United States has never formally withdrawn this proposal [Blueprint for the 
Peace Race}." 

And on January 16, 1991, when announcing the commencement of the Persian Gulf war 
(in which our participation was predicated on UN directives and guidelines), President Bush 
asserted that in the war's wake would follow "a real chance at this new world order, an order in 
which a credible United Nations can use its peacekeeping role to fulfill the promise and vision of 
the UN's founders." He further stated that "out of the horror of combat will come the recognition 
that no nation can stand against a world united." 

Remember Katanga 

During its first 42 years, the UN instigated only 13 "peacekeeping" operations, perhaps 
the most memorable of which was its bloody war of aggression against the anti-communist 
Congolese province of Katanga in the early 1960s. Within the last four years, it has intervened in 
eight other troublespots, in one instance (Cambodia) seizing complete control of a country. As 
syndicated columnist Samuel Francis has suggested, "If you're going to have a New World 
Order, you'd also better get a New World police force to keep it orderly." The reality, he warns, 
"is the construction of an army under U.N. control that can force sovereign nations and their 
citizens to do what the United Nations (or whoever runs it) wants them to do." 

Once the UN globalists have their standing army, Francis points out, "they can strangle 
nationalism in its cradle and keep their own transnational, bureaucratic empires on permanent 
life-support. Since the United Nations has no population, revenues or territory, it can muster the 
New World army only from the taxes and citizens of its member states, which means that 
Americans in particular may soon be paying for and fighting in wars that have nothing to do with 
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them and their interests." 

The Spring 1991 issue of Foreign Affairs, the influential quarterly of the Council on 
Foreign Relations (CFR), included an important article entitled, "The U.N. in a New World 
Order," by Bruce Russett (Dean Acheson Professor of International Relations and Political 
Science at Yale University) and James S. Sutterlin (former director of the Executive Office of the 
UN Secretary-General). The "new world order" envisioned by President Bush and then-Soviet 
President Mikhail Gorbachev, the authors agree, entails "the possibility of military enforcement 
measures by the United Nations." Indeed, the Gulf War was the vehicle by which the Security 
Council demonstrated "that it has the capacity to initiate collective measures essential for the 
maintenance of peace in a new world order." 

The article concludes with a call for a permanent UN capability to carry out its 
"peacekeeping" functions, with the Security Council given authority "to mobilize a force to serve 
under U.N. command for enforcement purposes. That capacity may be virtually indispensable in 
an emergent world order. The chance to achieve it should not be missed." 

Comrades at Harvard 

In addition to its many other pro-UN facets, the Gulf war served as the excuse to have 
U.S. and Soviet soldiers work side-by-side as UN "peacekeepers." In one instance, a Soviet 
officer was assigned to train and send U.S. soldiers into the field. 

Once the war was over, the April 9, 1991 Los Angeles Times reported that the U.S. 
Defense Department was "struggling to cast aside more than four decades of suspicion" by 
"exploring ways to help the Soviet Union and the newly independent Baltic countries by offering 
technical and organizational advice to their armed forces." On September 10, 1991, the 
Associated Press reported that "Soviet defense officials have begun restructuring their nation's 
military, not under the gold domes of the Kremlin but inside the red brick walls of Harvard 
University." AP asserted that 28 "Soviet colonels, generals and admirals will be lectured by the 
likes of U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Colin Powell [CFR] and Gen. John Galvin [CFR], 
supreme Allied commander in Europe." 

One week later, the New York Times reported that "the Defense Department is 
considering giving technical and organizational help to Moscow's armed forces and those of the 
newly independent Baltic countries." The Times revealed, "Senior American and Soviet officers 
have regularly exchanged visits since 1989," and that Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney (CFR) 
had invited his Soviet counterpart to visit Washington, while Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman 
General Colin Powell had written his counterpart "to reaffirm the United States' commitment to 
the military exchanges." During the year, the Pentagon had spent about $1 million to sponsor 30 
officials from Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary to "attend American military colleges to 
study English and learn how to make their armies conform to those under reliable civilian 
leadership." 

Brain Drain 

During the January UN summit, Russian President Boris Yeltsin asserted that he 
"considers the U.S. and the West not as mere partners but rather as allies." He reiterated a 
proposal that he had made in December of last year that Russia and the U.S. collaborate to create 
a global antimissile shield similar to the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) that could, among 
other things, provide work for Russia's unemployed nuclear scientists to preclude their "drifting 
abroad and spreading dangerous technologies." 

In January, CIA Director Robert Gates (CFR) had told a Senate committee that the brain 
drain of emigrating nuclear scientists from the former Soviet Union was a "troubling possibility." 
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As early as last December, there had been reports attributed to foreign intelligence services that 
some 60 former Soviet nuclear scientists had been spotted in at least five countries (India, 
Pakistan, Iraq, Iran, and Brazil), and Bush Administration officials were quoted in late February 
as saying that intelligence agencies had detected additional Soviet scientists in Algeria and 
Libya. Some analysts suspected that such reports were carefully planted disinformation intended 
to generate public support for the notion of having U.S. taxpayers pour additional aid into the 
former Soviet Union under the guise of enticing nuclear experts to stay at home. 

In late January, Viktor Mikhailov, onetime chief of the Soviet Union's nuclear weapons 
program, told a Moscow newspaper that perhaps 2,000 or 3,000 of the 100,000 persons 
employed in nuclear weapons-related jobs in the former Soviet Union had been involved in 
sophisticated aspects of the nuclear program. According to Mikhailov, the average wage of such 
experts was between 600 and 1,140 rubles ($4 and $7.60) per month, the implication being that 
they had a strong financial incentive to go elsewhere. But why, then, had they not moved on to 
greener pastures earlier? The Washington Times reported on February 24th that such "specialists 
are restricted under old Soviet law from leaving the country. But U.S. officials say the 
restrictions are only applied in Russia. Once a scientist travels to any other former republic, 
emigration is unrestricted, they say." Which means that if there is a "brain drain," it is due to CIS 
(Commonwealth of Independent States) policy, and could be stopped by a change in CIS policy. 

Star Wars Secrets 

At the conclusion of the UN summit, Boris Yeltsin attended a private dinner at the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York, where he met with some 80 representatives of U.S. 
government, business, and banking, including Federal Reserve Board Chairman Alan Greenspan 
(CFR) and Treasury Secretary Nicholas F. Brady (CFR). Among other things, he called for an 
end to U.S. restrictions on technology transfers to Russia. 

On February 18th, Russia and the U.S. announced that they would indeed cooperate on 
an SDI-type ballistic missile defensive system, beginning with a joint center to monitor ballistic 
missile launches worldwide. U.S. officials described the joint center agreement as "the first move 
to create a precedent for defense cooperation," and traced the genesis of the proposed warning 
system to former President Ronald Reagan's statements about sharing missile defenses and 
technology with the Soviets. 

One USS. official asserted that, while the center would integrate and display information 
from existing early warning radars and satellites, it was possible that the two countries would 
jointly develop new devices. Secretary of State James Baker said that other members of the 
Commonwealth of Independent States, and also members of NATO, could join the center, along 
with any other nations "that would want to participate in a responsible way." Details of the 
proposed center were not made available, but they reportedly could include electronic data links, 
paper-sharing, and joint space operations. 

On February 17th, Secretary Baker told Yeltsin that the U.S. would help Russia build a 
depot to store plutonium and uranium removed from nuclear weapons. U.S. experts had been 
skeptical about the plan, but a senior official was quoted as saying that Baker had discussed with 
Yeltsin "how we can cooperate with them in the construction of a facility and paying a lot of the 
costs." According to the official, the U.S. was willing to help turn the nuclear material into fuel 
for atomic power stations. 

It was also revealed that the U.S. would provide Russia with 25 railroad cars designed to 
safely transport nuclear weapons, as well as 250 large containers to hold nuclear weapons during 
transit, and sundry other containers for nuclear weapons parts. Following a three-hour meeting in 
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Moscow, Secretary of State Baker and President Yeltsin further announced that, to give the 
Soviet nuclear scientists something to do other than build atomic weapons for Third World 
countries, Russia, the United States, and Germany would create an international center to put 
them to work solving global problems. The center, which is to be situated in Moscow, will cost 
U.S. taxpayers at least $25 million. 

Dangerous Reductions 

Meanwhile, on the disarmament front, President Bush called in his January 28th State of 
the Union address for a $50 billion cut in defense spending in fiscal years 1993 to 1997, 
including a unilateral freeze at 20 B-2 Stealth strategic bombers (rather than the 75 which the 
Administration had earlier sought), a halt in purchases of the MX intercontinental ballistic 
missile beyond the 50 already in service, suspension of advanced cruise missile acquisition, 
cancellation of the Midgetman ICBM program, and termination of the production of W-88 
nuclear warheads for Trident II (D5) submarine-launched ballistic missiles. 

In addition to such unilateral steps, President Bush asserted that if President Yeltsin 
would agree to eliminate all land-based multiple warhead ICBMs throughout the CIS alliance, 
the U.S. would further eliminate all MX missiles, reduce the number of warheads on Minuteman 
Ill ICBMs from three to one, and slash the number of submarine-launched warheads by 
one-third. And budget papers sent to Congress the next day proposed that other military 
programs be canceled, including the Army's Comanche Light Helicopter, the M1-A2 upgrade of 
the Abrams main battle tank, and the Seawolf attack submarine program (to end after the first 
vessel is completed). 

On January 29th, during a television address to the Russian people, Boris Yeltsin raised 
the disarmament ante by calling for each side to reduce its strategic warhead stockpile to 
between 2,000 and 2,500 over a five year period, and by offering to remove some 600 ground- 
and sea-based ballistic missiles from standby alert, to halt production of two types of strategic 
bombers (as well as long-range sea- and air-launched cruise missiles), and to impose a one-year 
moratorium on Russian army maneuvers involving more than 13,000 men. Yeltsin claimed that 
the number of Russian missile submarines on patrol had already been cut in half and promised to 
halt the rest if the U.S. would do the same. 

On February Ist, Presidents Bush and Yeltsin chatted for over three hours during an 
informal "summit" at the presidential retreat at Camp David, Maryland. The two leaders signed a 
joint declaration asserting, among other things, that "Russia and the United States do not regard 
each other as potential adversaries. From now on, the relationship will be characterized by 
friendship and partnership founded on mutual trust and respect and a common commitment to 
democracy and economic freedom." 

Continued Red Aggression 

Nonetheless, in testimony to the House Foreign Affairs Committee on February 25th, 
CIA Director Robert Gates revealed that the old Soviet Union is continuing to produce and 
deploy new strategic missile systems. He also asserted that the Russian Foreign Intelligence 
Service (Boris Yeltsin's successor to the KGB) still has as its top priority the illegal acquisition 
of high technology and equipment from the United States. 

On March Sth, the Associated Press reported that the FBI had concluded that Russian 
spying on the U.S. was, in the words of Wayne R. Gilbert, assistant director of the bureau's 
Intelligence Division, "a formal intelligence operation directed from Moscow." According to 
Gilbert, both the GRU military intelligence service and the new Foreign Intelligence Service are 
active in Washington. He predicted that the Russians will be focusing on scientific and 
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high-technology secrets from both civilian companies and the military. He also told AP that the 
FBI was preparing for spying by some of the other former Soviet republics that are, with the help 
of former KGB operatives, establishing their own intelligence services. 

And then there are the biological weapons. On March 22nd, AP reported that the old 
Soviet Union had "denied it had a germ-warfare program," but that the "United States didn't 
believe that then, and wants Russia to come clean now." Specifically, the U.S. wants Yeltsin to 
adhere to an April 15th deadline "to reveal the full scope of former and current 
biological-weapons programs." On March 3rd, the Washington Times had reported that U.S. 
intelligence "has identified 16 sites in the former Soviet Union where 'offensive' biological 
weapons are thought to be stored." 

Yeltsin had admitted during his major disarmament speech on January 29th that there had 
indeed been a "lag" in Soviet implementation of the 1975 Biological and Toxin Weapons 
Convention, which bans offensive biological arms. According to the Times, Yeltsin's admission 
"could lead to new disclosures that support U.S. charges that an outbreak of pulmonary anthrax 
at Sverdlovsk in 1979 was caused by a biological weapons accident. Soviet authorities said the 
disease outbreak was caused by the consumption of tainted meat" and the military "covered up 
the incident, which caused at least 70 deaths, according to recent accounts in the Russian press." 

Treaty Noncompliance 

It appears that the Yeltsin regime has also been following typical communist strategy by 
violating its treaty commitments (it is exclusively responsible for past Soviet treaty obligations). 
In early March, six U.S. senators implored the White House to send Congress a report on the 
former Soviet Union's arms control compliance that was three months overdue. The senators 
specifically requested that the report include details about such possible recent violations as: 

¢ The December 20, 1991 launch of an SS-190 ICBM from Kazakhstan that used coded 
test data transmissions, a procedure precluded by the START treaty which President Bush and 
then-Soviet President Gorbachev signed during their Moscow summit in July of last year. The 
treaty is pending in the Senate, which has postponed the ratification debate until all four of the 
nuclear-armed CIS states (Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan) sign it. 

* Construction of a network of radars around the CIS, which may be illegal under the 
1972 ABM treaty. 

* Failure to totally disassemble the controversial and illegal ABM radar complex near 
Krasnoyarsk in Siberia. 

* Continuation, as noted above, of treaty-banned offensive biological weapons 
production. 

¢ Failure to notify the U.S. in advance of missile launches. 

Parade Magazine's "Intelligence Report" for March 22nd noted that the Gulf war had 
given "the UN Security Council the power to inspect sites in Iraq for nuclear weapons," that the 
UN was trying to "stop North Korea from building nuclear weapons," and that it had the 
"obvious goal" of stopping "the spread of the Soviet Union's nuclear arsenal..." The United 
States, Parade suggested, could use its sophisticated surveillance capability to "tell the UN what 
to look for and where to look. The real test will be whether its inspectors are allowed in. World 
peace may depend on it." 

Needless to say, if the United Nations is given the unprecedented global military 
monopoly that champions of the new world order clearly have in mind, it will not be a question 
of whether or not a country allows UN "inspectors" in, as the UN will have the military clout to 
force its way in. 
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The escalating military alliance between Russia and the United States is part of a grand 
design to, among other things, implement the terrifying terms of the long-standing State 
Department Publication 7277 and its sister Blueprint for the Peace Race, without the formality 
of Senate debate and ratification. 

The late Dr. Medford Evans, who was from 1944 to 1952 administrative officer on the 
atomic energy project, once observed: "World Authority with a monopoly of nuclear weapons 
would be a greater object of terror than an arms race between nations," for the same reason that 
George Orwell's "Nineteen Eighty-Four is worse than the Old West." 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Aid to Russia 

Leaders of the Group of Seven industrial nations announced April Ist that their countries 
would provide Russia with a one-year, $24 billion aid package which they claim will help 
prevent economic collapse and aid in the transition of Russia from Soviet totalitarianism to a 
democratic government. The aid from the United States, Germany, Britain, Canada, France, 
Italy, and Japan will be distributed to Russia through the International Monetary Fund, the World 
Bank, and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development. The United States 
reportedly will contribute $4.35 billion to the plan. 

Specifics of the $24 billion aid program include: 

* $6 billion to go toward stabilizing the ruble. The U. S. share of this fund will be $1.5 
billion. 

* $11 billion in aid from Group of Seven members and other wealthy nations, of which 
the U.S will contribute about $2 billion. (The Bush Administration claims that this $2 billion will 
come either from existing programs or as loan guarantees.) 

* $4.5 billion in loans funnelled through international financial agencies. The U.S. will 
provide $850 million of this amount. 

* $2.5 billion in deferral of Russian debts. None of Russia's debts to the U.S. are covered 
by the debt deferral. 

During a news conference announcing the U.S. contribution to the program, the Bush 
Administration appeared mindful that in this election year Americans would be thinking about 
the shaky state of the American economy and would be less than enthusiastic about committing 
billions of dollars to a recent enemy. Mr. Bush, Secretary of State James Baker, and Treasury 
Secretary Nicholas Brady all declined to give specifics on the amount of aid the U.S. would 
commit to the program, and it took an announcement from the Treasury to reveal that the amount 
would be approximately $4.35 billion, all of it reportedly coming from already appropriated 
funds. 

During the news conference, President Bush also revealed that he would ask Congress to 
authorize him to provide up to $15 billion to international lending agencies for interest-bearing 
loans to Russia and the other republics of the former Soviet Union. The President does not need 
congressional approval for the U.S. portion of the $24 billion aid package. 

Noriega Convicted 

Former Panamanian dictator Manuel Noriega was convicted April 9th in Miami on eight 
federal counts of cocaine trafficking, racketeering, and money laundering. The conviction was 
based largely on testimony from other convicted drug traffickers, who claimed that Noriega had 
allowed the notorious Medellin drug cartel to funnel large shipments of cocaine, headed for the 
United States, through Panama in return for millions of dollars in bribes. 

The jury had been deadlocked after two days of deliberation, but after being urged by 
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Judge William Hoeveler to try again, it came back three days later with the convictions. Noriega 
faces 120 years in federal prison on the convictions, and is yet to stand trial on federal charges of 
marijuana smuggling. 

The case marks the first time in American history that a foreign head of state has been 
tried and convicted of criminal charges. Noriega surrendered to American authorities on January 
3, 1990, following an American invasion of Panama, dubbed Operation Just Cause, in which 23 
American servicemen and Over 200 Panamanians were killed. Noriega's defense attorneys said 
that they would appeal the conviction on the grounds that the United States had illegally invaded 
Panama in order to capture Noriega. 

Conservative Victory in Britain 

Conservatives retained a small majority in the House of Commons following elections 
April 9th in Great Britain, confounding predictions that high unemployment and a lengthy 
recession would serve to propel the Labor Party to victory. The conservative government of 
Prime Minister John Major did lose 32 seats in the House of Commons, cutting significantly its 
comfortable 86-seat majority, but the fact that it did retain a narrow 21-seat edge surprised many 
and caused a disappointed Neil Kinnock to contemplate stepping down as head of the Labor 
Party. 

Political analysts saw the conservative victory as a sign that Prime Minister Major had 
stepped from the imposing political shadow of Margaret Thatcher, and Major himself told 
supporters after the election that he was "delighted to have his own mandate." In his 16 months 
as Prime Minister, Major has stepped away from Thatcher's image of resistance to a unified 
Europe, and has taken a leading role in merging Britain into the European Suprastate. 

Crackdown in Peru 

Claiming that terrorism, drug trafficking, and corruption were threatening the stability of 
the country, President Alberto K. Fujimori on April 5th suspended Peru's constitution, dissolved 
its congress, imposed censorship on the media, and arrested political opposition. In a televised 
address to his nation, Fujimori stated that infiltration and corruption had become so pervasive 
"that it can be found in all levels and rulings of the judicial power." He said that Congress and 
the courts had frustrated his efforts to wage an effective campaign against the drag trade, 
political corruption, and the terrorist group Shining Path, and claimed that his suspension of the 
constitution would allow him to form "a government of emergency and reconstruction." Fujimori 
said that his cabinet would take over congressional powers, but, under the leadership of Prime 
Minister Alfonso de los Heros, the entire cabinet reportedly resigned in protest over the 
president's actions. Peru's military heads, on the other hand, issued a statement fully supporting 
the presidential decrees. 

Since taking office in 1990, Fujimori has kept most of Peru under a state of emergency in 
order to battle the Shining Path terrorist movement. He has accused judges of receiving bribes 
from terrorists and drug traffickers. Peru is the world's major producer of coca leaf, from which 
cocaine is produced. 

On April 6th, the Bush Administration condemned Fujimori's action and suspended all 
aid to the nation except for humanitarian assistance. The Administration earlier had requested 
$275 million for economic and military aid to Peru in fiscal 1992. 

-- DAVID W. BOHON 


NATION Who Is Henry 


Ross Perot? 
It started with an appearance on the Larry King Show. Maverick Texas business legend, 
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H. (Henry) Ross Perot, was asked if he would consider running for president of the United Sates. 
If ordinary Americans wanted him badly enough to go out and get him on the ballot in all 50 
states, he replied, then he would be willing to run as an independent candidate and to finance the 
campaign with tens of millions of dollars of his own money. 

The response was massive and instantaneous. And unprecedented. Thousands of calls 
swamped the show and the Perot Petition Committee. The Committee scrambled to set up an 
additional 100 phone lines, and then had to quickly add 1,000 more to handle a phenomenal peak 
rate of 90,000 incoming calls an hour. In one ten-day period, the Committee received one million 
calls. An army of volunteers has sprung up to meet the challenge of qualifying Perot for ballot 
position in all 50 states. And although he is not yet an official candidate, a national poll by the 
Los Angeles Times published on April 3rd gave him 21 percent of the vote, only 16 percentage 
points behind President Bush's 37 percent and 14 behind Governor Clinton's 35 percent. 

Excellent Timing 

No third party candidate has ever come close to generating this kind of popular support. 
In addition, the timing could not be better. This election year, all the ingredients for an 
unprecedented overthrow of the political status quo are present: the unusually high voter 
disaffection with politicians; the lack of excitement for any of the major party presidential 
contenders; the tremendous anxiety over the lack-luster state of the economy; the maturing of 
electronic technologies that make more practical the formation and coordination of a national 
grass-roots campaign. 

H. Ross Perot appears to be particularly well suited for offering a viable challenge to the 
two major party presidential contenders. He knows how to use technology to full advantage, he 
has the resources to fund a national campaign out of his own pocket, and he has a folk-hero 
"outsider" image and an anti-politician message. Political pundits who snickered at hints of a 
Perot campaign a few months ago, now are seriously considering that he could force the 
selection of our next president into the House of Representatives -- or possibly even capture the 
White House himself. 

Much of the Perot appeal stems from his real-life Horatio Alger success. From humble 
beginnings in Texarkana, Texas, he went on to graduate from the U.S. Naval Academy, and then 
to a five-year stint with IBM, before striking out on his own. In 1962, with just $1,000, he started 
Electronic Data Systems. Twenty-two years later he sold EDS to General Motors for $2.5 billion. 

A well-known philanthropist, he has showered over $100 million on various charities. In 
1969, he gained national attention when he chartered two airplanes to take tons of Christmas 
food, medicine, and letters to American POWs in Hanoi. Ten years later, he succeeded in a 
daring mission to rescue two of his EDS employees held hostage in Iran: President Reagan 
appointed him to head a special investigative committee on POWs in Southeast Asia. But 
according to those in the POW movement familiar with his efforts, he continually ran into 
roadblocks from Vice President George Bush. 

Statist Philosophy 

Our research thus far indicates that Ross Perot may indeed be the outsider he portrays 
himself to be. He appears to be clean of the Rockefeller/Council on Foreign Relations/Trilateral 
Commission taint that covers both President Bush and Bill Clinton. He just may be his own man 
-- the billionaire populist who cannot be bought and who is too gritty and ornery to be pushed 
around. Nevertheless, many of his political ideas fall in line with the statist philosophies of Bush, 
Clinton, and the political Insiders who have been running the country for decades. 

Perot has not yet issued any position papers on the many crises that would confront him 
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as president and has not offered specific solutions to the thorny problems that he most frequently 
hits in his speeches: the national debt, deficit spending, tax reform, trade policies, education, etc. 
THE NEW AMERICAN called his office repeatedly but he was out of the country on business 
and unavailable for comment. However, from his public speeches and interviews we can gain 
insight into his thinking on some key issues: 

Industrial planning: "We've got to have strategic plans, industry by industry .... In 
Japan, that's called MITI (Ministry of International Trade and Industry). Study it, analyse it, 
improve on it, instead of trying to dismantle our companies." Japan's government-directed 
corporate system is, of course, vastly different from the free-market economy we have had in this 
country. 

Taxes: "You've got to take away Congress's right to raise taxes. Now, there's a radical 
idea. You say, 'Well, that means a constitutional amendment.' Fine." 

Aid to the Soviets: "Russia is in a very unstable phase, and we're doing nothing to help 
them." Perot is not more specific concerning what his "constructive" aid would involve. 

The IRS: If the IRS "had a decent computer system we'd collect another $100 billion a 
year." 

National health care: "In the engineering process, you do pilot projects. I'd love to see 
three great health care plans being piloted with you, the American people, knowing all the details 
about all three, and the people responsible for each of the three having the ability to fine-tune, 
fine-tune, fine-tune, so that at the end of the pilot it is obvious which one best serves the 
American people." (Critics point out that much of Perot's fortune at EDS was made from state 
and federal government contracts for processing Medicare and Medicaid claims.) 

Abortion: "I think this is the woman's decision. God knows what kind of demonstrations 
I'll have outside my office now." 

Gun control: "You're going to have to have a much tighter plan [than the Brady Bill]. 
Let's go through the engineering process. Let's figure out what we have to do to really nail this 
thing .... Get two or three plans. Experiment with those plans. See which ones really work. Come 
to the American people over the electronic town hall and television and say, 'All right, here we 
are on gun control’ -- one, two, three, four, five -- 'and we believe this is the answer....' Get the 
guns out of the hands of the bad guys. You don't care if people collect guns. You don't care if 
people have guns for hunting." 

Education: Perot seems to approve of the direction the Bush Administration has taken in 
moving toward the nationalization of education, but appears to think there has been too much 
talk and too little action. His record in Texas provides insight into his approach to education. As 
the head of a reform committee appointed by Governor Mark White, he successfully pushed for 
changing the state board of education from an elected body of 27 members (based on 
congressional representation) to an appointed 15-member body. Governor White then appointed 
14 liberal Democrats to the board. Perot has said, "If I could have one wish for our schools in 
this country, it would be to get severely disadvantaged children into school shortly after birth." 

Liberal Contributions 

It is also interesting to note that even though he mercilessly attacks the spendthrift 
Congress for "spending our children's money," Perot has made large contributions to some of the 
worst offenders on the Hill. According to Human Events, last year Perot made a $3,000 
donation to the Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, an outfit committed to maintaining 
liberal Democratic control of the U.S. Senate. He also gave the maximum $1,000 contributions 
to House Ways and Means Committee Chairman Dan Rostenkowski (Conservative Index rating: 
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0 percent), New Jersey Senator Frank Lautenberg (CI rating: five percent), and Texas 
Representative Martin Frost (CI rating: 0 percent). 

Then too, one's admirers often say something significant and interesting about a man. 
Take, for instance, Michael Kinsley, left-liberal editor of the New Republic. Back in 1985 he 
wrote enthusiastically of "a magnificent stem-winder of a speech in favor of income 
redistribution" he heard Perot deliver in Dallas. Kinsley was cheered "at the thought that 
government policies frankly designed to take from the rich and give to the poor can be made to 
seem appealing in 1985." Dubbing the Texas entrepreneur the new "Robin Hood," Kinsley 
declared: "Even Democratic politicians rarely say as clearly as Mr. Perot does that what they 
have in mind is taking money from you and giving it to someone else." 

Short Shrift for Constitution 

In short, H. Ross Perot is not a constitutionalist, nor even an ideological conservative, and 
his "pro-choice" position should send alarm signals about where he might come down on other 
moral and family issues as well. If he is elected president, it would be reasonable to expect him 
to do everything within his power to make government more efficient. But he could not be 
expected to work to trim government to its proper size and functions as authorized by the U.S. 
Constitution. In fact, as we've shown, he would probably work to extend the federal leviathan 
further -- and more efficiently -- into our lives, our jobs, and our businesses. 

Perot frequently cites the U.S. Constitution, and has said, "I love the principles this 
country was founded on, and I am sick and tired of seeing those principles violated." Yet he 
appears not to have an appreciation for the limitations that our "law of the land" places on the 
federal government in general and on the presidency in particular. His approach in dealing with 
problems in government is to roll up his sleeves, wade in, and have at it, just like he's been 
accustomed to doing -- with great success -- in the business world. "I'm not interested in song 
and dance," he declares. "... I'm interested in fixing things. That's what I've done all my life." 

Perot repeatedly refers to national problems as engineering problems. He would bring in 
experts to design, redesign, fine-tune, and tinker with every program to ferret out waste and 
increase efficiency. But his technocratic approach falsely presupposes that the federal 
government should be involved in -- or even has the constitutional authority to be involved in -- 
matters such as education, health care, child care, industrial planning, etc. He has no fundamental 
philosophic disagreement with the interventionist, welfare state; he would just like to see it run 
more efficiently. 

Our constitutional system of separation of powers, of checks and balances, gets short 
shrift in Perot's book. For example, he strongly favors direct, popular democracy through 
high-tech "electronic town hall" meetings over the Republican representative model designed by 
the Founding Fathers. 

Ross Perot apparently does not understand that the real problems we are facing are moral 
and philosophical, and they will not be solved with engineering and technocratic tinkering. They 
will only be solved by returning to the biblical and constitutional principles that are the 
foundation of our Republic. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


WORTH REPEATING 
In His Own Words 


The following remarks are excerpted from a speech H. Ross Perot 
delivered on November 2, 1991 before the Coalition for Better Government '92 in 
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Tampa, Florida: 

I'd give anything if the president would come home to Washington, get a who's who of 
corporate America into his offices in small numbers and say, "Okay, guys, starting tomorrow, we 
have got to make the words 'made in the USA' the world's standard for excellence once again. I 
want you guys who run these companies to get out of the country clubs, get off the golf course, 
get out of your jets and get down there on the factory floors seven days a week and don't come 
out until it's done! First thing tomorrow morning, I want you to get rid of your golden parachutes 
and all this obscene stuff you've got and let all the troops down on the factory floor know that 
sacrifice starts at the top. That'll be a start. If you don't get rid of all of that, I'm going to send a 
bill to Congress to tax it at 100 percent, and that will be the most popular law that ever went 
through the Congress." 

* * * 

In all fairness to our elected officials -- they are generally good people -- they are not the 
problem. Our system of government is the problem. If we threw them all out, put a new crop in, 
if we went up there within 12 months, having these guys running around tickling you behind the 
ear telling you how great you are and handing you money, we'd be just like they are. You've got 
to change the system! 

Keep in mind our Constitution predates the industrial revolution. Our founders did not 
know about electricity, the train, telephones, radios, television, automobiles, airplanes, rockets, 
nuclear weapons, satellites or space exploration. There's a lot they didn't know about. It would be 
interesting to see what kind of document they'd draft today. Just keeping it frozen in time won't 
hack it. We need to follow Winston Chruchill's words. The thing the staff around Churchill 
would tell you he said most frequently all during World War II is, "Action this day." Now, that'll 
cause people to fall over and faint in Washington, but you don't get anything done until you take 
action. 

* ** * 

Let's take away the fight of Congress to raise taxes because they're acting irresponsibly. If 

they want to raise taxes, put it on the ballot, and if you think it's worthwhile we'll do it. 
* * ** 

Cut the time for an election campaign to five months. Who do you think owns the 
airwaves in this country? You do. Who do you think gives the right to all these television stations 
to broadcast? You do. Do you realize that a well-run television station can bring 50 percent of its 
revenues down to profits? You've been giving these airwaves away too cheap, folks. You ought 
to get some kind of a fee from that, but you don't. You just give it to them. Now, then, in this 
five-month election cycle, let's go to these fellows that are getting rich at our expense and say, 
"We want free television time and it would be divided equally among the candidates." They'd no 
longer have to sell their souls to the devil. Good people with no money have to sell their souls to 
get the TV time to run, and that's rotten. Let's say you run into some hardnosed guy who says, 
"I'm not going to give you time." You say, "Fine. Next time your permit comes up, we'll give it 
to someone else." He'll follow you around the block to give you the time with the kind of money 
he's making! 

Require every member of Congress to turn in their excess campaign funds to the U.S. 
Treasury -- now! They'd say, "Wait a minute, Ross. I've been around here 20 years. Aren't you 
going to grandfather me?" No, I want your money first, sucker, because you've got the big pile. 
We've got congressmen that have $15 million in their war chest, and we have a system of 
government that they created and we sat here with our thumbs in our mouths where they can take 
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it with them when they retire. 
*K * * 
If Congress wants a raise -- we took care of taxes -- we'd say "Okay, fellows, you want a 
raise? From now on, put it on the ballot. If we think you're doing a good job, we'll give you one." 
They'll tear their hair. 


WORLD UN 
Dominance Grows 

The UN General Assembly adopted the International Covenant on Civil and Political 
Rights on December 16, 1966. Taken from the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the 
document was then offered to UN member nations for ratification. According to the UN, nations 
approving it accede to its provisions. The U.S. Senate ratified the Covenant last month. 

In the United States, partisans for the Covenant have always glibly asserted that it stands 
for the same rights enumerated in the U.S. Bill of Rights. And sure enough, the document does 
mention such rights as thought, conscience, religion, expression, etc. 

But if it provides assurance that no one will be denied basic rights and freedoms, why did 
the U.S. Senate wait until April 1992 to ratify it? In fact, no president submitted it to the Senate 
until Jimmy Carter did so in 1979. Even then, there was little enthusiasm for it amongst the 
senators. Now, amidst the euphoria about the UN created largely by President Bush's efforts to 
see the world body "reinvigorated," the U.S. Senate has put its official stamp of approval on the 
document, and has also placed our own Bill of Rights in grave jeopardy. 

Fundamental Dichotomy 

The American system is based on the "self-evident" truth that all men "are endowed by 
their Creator with certain unalienable Rights." But the UN system refuses to acknowledge God's 
existence and airily claims that "rights derive from the inherent dignity of the human person." 

The American way established a constitutional system "to secure these Rights." It gave us 
a national government with limited powers and a recognition that the God-given rights of 
individuals transcend any federal power. The Bill of Rights should always be understood, not as 
a granter of rights but as an enduring prohibition against federal government action that would 
violate rights. (It is essential to realize that the Bill of Rights was intended to bar only federal 
power. Individual states were expected to produce -- and many already had produced -- their own 
bills of rights.) Under the unique American system, government doesn't grant anything other than 
a guarantee that federal power cannot step between God and man and take rights away. The 
wording is all-inclusive: "Congress shall make no law...." 

Qualifying "Rights" 

The UN way of addressing the same matter is to acknowledge that men have rights which 
can be legally qualified out of existence by the world government. The difference can hardly be 
more fundamental. Consider the following text of Article Nine of the Covenant: "Everyone has 
the right to liberty and security of person .... No one shall be deprived of his liberty except on 
such grounds and in accordance with such procedures as are established by law." 

Note that the right is acknowledged. Where did it come from? Obviously, the UN prefers 
that you assume it came from it. Can it be compromised by the UN? Absolutely! All the UN has 
to do is pass a law. 

According to the UN, there is no guarantee that God-given rights are unassailable. That is 
why the USSR and other totalitarian states had no trouble in ratifying this Covenant. In signing 
on, the USSR acknowledged individual rights even while Soviet law was making it possible for 
the authorities to murder, jail, and enslave its people. 
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The pattern shown in Article Nine is repeated as the Covenant addresses freedom of 
thought, conscience, and religion (Article 18), expression (Article 19), peaceful assembly 
(Article 21), and so on. The UN acknowledges the existence of rights and freedoms but 
simultaneously assumes the power to qualify them out of existence. 

If our leaders are not stopped, all U.S. law will become subject to the UN, and the 
guarantees in our Bill of Rights will become meaningless. Which is precisely why the UN 
Covenant on Human Rights was blocked in the past and should never have been ratified. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


WORLD New World 
Tyranny 
The United Nations is a threat to true peace and order 

During the Persian Gulf conflict, President Bush used every opportunity he could find to 
promote his "new world order." But recently, while continuing to do everything he can to bring 
his globalist vision to reality, our President has ceased using its specific name. After all, once a 
person makes himself known as a member of a select club, he no longer has to use code words or 
secret handshakes to identify himself to its other members. 

The phrase "new world order" appears to be the equivalent of a secret handshake, having 
been used for generations by individuals paving the way for a socialistic global government. 

Unwilling to reveal this sinister element of the phrase, Mr. Bush had his staff peddle the 
notion that he and National Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft had dreamed it all up during a 
four-hour speedboat ride in the waters off Kennebunkport, Maine a few weeks after Iraq invaded 
Kuwait in 1990. To put it mildly, that is pure hokum. What such a story reveals, however, is that 
the President has something to hide, that there indeed is something sinister behind the meaning 
and origin of the phrase "new world order." 

What History Shows 

History shows that "new world order" signifies a world dominated by socialism and 
world government. Socialism, economic control of the people by government, is something that 
all but the most out-of-touch Americans will recognize as a growing phenomenon here in our 
nation. Rising taxation, mountains of regulations, expanding controls, mushrooming 
bureaucracy, and the ever-widening shadow of Big Brother government are the paths to 
socialistic dominance. Resoundingly present here in the United States, each of these paths is 
being widened and lengthened not by enemies who reside in Moscow, Peking, Havana, or some 
foreign land. Socialism in America is being built from within. 

Our purpose here, however, is to focus not on socialism, the economic portion of the 
"new world order." Those who seek power over all of mankind mean to establish political 
control as well, and they mean to accomplish it through the United Nations. 

On September 11, 1990, George Bush said a mouthful when he told a nationwide 
television audience: "Out of these troubled times, our fifth objective -- a new world order -- can 
emerge .... We are now in sight of a United Nations that performs as envisioned by its founders." 

These UN "founders" included a U.S. delegation containing 16 secret communists led by 
Alger Hiss. In addition, 43 others greasing the skids for U.S. entry into the world body were or 
would become members of the globalist-minded Council on Foreign Relations. By virtue of their 
organizational ties, each was committed to world government. So were the delegates from the 
USSR, as were the delegates from dozens of other nations. These were the chief founders who 
launched the United Nations, which quickly became known as the "peace organization." 

Peace through War 
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A look at the UN Charter, however, confirms that this "peace organization" reserves for 
itself the power to make war, something that the Iraqi people discovered in 1991. The point can't 
be stressed too greatly: The United Nations Charter authorizes the organization to start a war in 
order to establish its version of peace. 

Peace, of course, is customarily associated with justice. But there are other kinds of 
peace: the peace of the grave, the costly peace that comes through submission, and the peace that 
might bring an end to shooting, but in the process eliminates freedom. 

During his January 9, 1991 press conference just prior to the outbreak of the Persian Gulf 
hostilities, Mr. Bush said that the crisis at hand "has to do with a new world order. And that 
world order is only going to be enhanced if this newly activated peacekeeping function of the 
United Nations proves to be effective." Is it possible that Mr. Bush's motive for sending 500,000 
U.S. troops to the Middle East had more to do with boosting the UN than with liberating 
Kuwait? Evidence to support such a theory comes from a surprising source. 

Revealing Conversation 

Senator Paul Simon (D-IL) addressed the Senate on January 10th, a few days before Mr. 
Bush gave the go-ahead to unleash the U.S. military. With war a virtual certainty, Simon 
criticized the President for "giving up on the sanctions option." He said his concern was shared 
by others, including Senator George Mitchell (D-ME), who earlier in the day had insisted that 
the decision for war was being made prematurely. 

The two senators had toured the Middle East and had even visited the troops only three 
weeks earlier. Hoping to influence the President to stick to sanctions and avoid bloodshed, 
Simon and Mitchell had gone straight to the White House upon returning from their trip and 
were dismayed to find Mr. Bush eager for war. During their conversation, the President spelled 
out his reason for the course he intended to pursue as follows: "If we use the military, we can 
make the United Nations a really meaningful effective voice for peace and stability in the 
future." According to Simon, that was it. The deployment of American troops had nothing to do 
with the sovereignty of a small nation. The President wanted to use our military to pursue his 
world government objective, his new world order. 

So President Bush's insistence that "the enemy is Saddam Hussein and not the Iraqi 
people" was mere rhetoric. The Iraqi dictator, in fact, became more securely entrenched in the 
aftermath of the war. Was this arranged? Was Hussein willing to allow the wrecking of his 
country and the huge loss of life so that he would have the opportunity to destroy his domestic 
enemies, the Shiites in the south and the Kurds in the north? 

Why did Hussein offer no opposition whatsoever to six months of military buildup on his 
doorstep? Why was the United States so anxious to defend the despotic regime in Kuwait when it 
had virtually ignored the USSR's devastating invasion of Afghanistan and slaughter of the 
Afghan people? Why was President Bush so eager to join forces with Syria, a known haven for 
international terrorists? 

When all is said and done, the creation of a "new world order" was Mr. Bush's main goal 
in the Gulf war. And the enhancement of the United Nations has been the most significant result 
of this war. Since the end of the Persian Gulf conflict, a newly "reinvigorated" (Mr. Bush's word) 
United Nations has stationed "peacekeeping" troops in the Middle East, Cambodia, Yugoslavia, 
and elsewhere, and as its image has soared its potential for becoming the sole government of the 
world has advanced immensely. 

A Look at the Charter 
The preamble to the UN Charter begins, "We the people of the United Nations 
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determined to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war...."" High sounding, isn't it? 
Try to sell that to today's bombed-out citizens in Baghdad, or to the citizens of Katanga in 1961 
who were bombed out of their homes and livelihoods by UN troops and planes. These people 
weren't protected from the "scourge of war" by the UN: The UN was the agent of that scourge. 

(Let no reader infer that we excuse Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. We do not now and never 
have. If Iraq's claims to Kuwait were found to be baseless, then disapproving nations could have 
imposed strict sanctions on Iraq.) 

Article Two, Section Seven of the UN Charter states: "Nothing contained in the present 
Charter shall authorize the United Nations to intervene in matters which are essentially within 
the domestic jurisdiction of any state...." That's pretty clear. What goes on within the borders of 
any nation is -- according to the UN Charter -- none of the UN's business. 

Yet, in his September 23, 1991 speech at UN headquarters in New York, President Bush 
spoke of the need for international cooperation to settle "nationalist passions" even within the 
borders of existing nations. Boiled down to its essence, that speech was a call for the UN to 
dictate the internal political makeup of nations in complete disregard for the UN's own charter. 

With this new interpretation of UN authority, the sovereignty of every nation on earth is 
threatened, and even the United States is opened for UN action to change our political 
leadership, restructure our government, or demand change in our internal policies. Even though 
the UN Charter itself specifically forbids intervening in "matters which are essentially within the 
domestic jurisdiction of any state," these words will likely mean as much to UN officials as the 
words of the U.S. Constitution mean to George Bush and a host of other U.S. officials. 

Article Six of the UN Charter states that a member nation which persistently violates the 
principles of the Charter "may be expelled." There is no greater violator of human rights than the 
Peoples Republic of China. But in 1971, the General Assembly voted to oust Nationalist China 
(Taiwan) and welcome in its place the bloodiest regime the world has ever known. 

George Bush had actually spoken against China's entry into the United Nations when he 
was a candidate for Congress from Texas in 1964. Seeking the votes of a conservative 
constituency at the time, he stated: "If Red China should be admitted to the UN, then the UN is 
hopeless and we should withdraw." But 26 years later, his "new world order" was more 
important. 

Article 18 says that "each member of the General Assembly shall have one vote." Except 
for the Soviet Union! Right from the beginning, the USSR has possessed three votes -- one for 
itself and one each for Ukraine and Byelorussia, two of the "republics" long ago swallowed up 
into the Soviet police state. That the U.S. leaders would tolerate such hypocrisy indicates a 
greater commitment to world government than to honor and good sense. 

In Article 42, we find that when nonmilitary measures are deemed to be "inadequate" to 
maintain peace, the Security Council "may take such action by air, sea, or land forces as may be 
necessary to maintain or restore international peace and security." In other words, the UN may 
wage war. 

Article 43 calls on all member nations to "make available to the Security Council, on its 
call" such armed forces needed "for the purpose of maintaining international peace and security.' 

Article 45 mandates that member nations "shall hold immediately available national 
air-force contingents for combined international enforcement action." 

Partisans Against Peace 

During the fall of 1991 in Minneapolis, I participated in a televised panel discussion 

about the role of the UN. One member of our panel, Harold E. Stassen, was a delegate to the 
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UN's founding conference and claims to have had a part in writing the UN Charter. In spite of 
the recent devastation of Iraq under UN auspices, Mr. Stassen kept making reference to the 
"peace organization." 

I reminded him that the UN Charter itself authorized the "peace organization" to wage 
war, that the UN had just unleashed a war that had cost the lives of 200,000 Iraqis, and that the 
potential for repeating the process elsewhere had actually become greater. Then I pointedly 
asked if he would be willing to support amendments to the UN Charter to remove the 
organization's war-making authority. All that would be needed, I said, would be a deletion of 
Articles 41 through 45. He speedily and emphatically said "No!" And there you have the attitude 
of one of the world's great peace advocates. 

If the United Nations is to have the power to maintain peace, it must have a military force 
greater than any other force on earth. But if the UN becomes the most powerful force on earth, 
what will be left to restrain UN leaders from imposing tyranny on the rest of mankind? 

Sharp Differences 

Pages could be filled with the stark differences between the United States as created by 
our Founding Fathers and the United Nations as envisioned by its founders. Let's list just a few: 

¢ The U.S. Declaration of Independence asserts that men "are endowed by their Creator" 
with rights. There is no mention of the Creator or any hint of God's existence in the UN's 
documents or in its proceedings. If rights aren't given by God, then the logical presumption is 
that they are granted by government -- which then has the right to do away with them. This is the 
philosophy under which the UN operates. 

¢ The U.S. Bill of Rights states unequivocally that "Congress shall make no law" about 
various rights possessed by the people. According to our nation's founders, these rights transcend 
any power of government. The UN's InterNational Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 
supposedly the equivalent of our Bill of Rights, lists many of the same rights, but says nothing 
about their origin, and states that each may be limited "according to law." 

¢ The U.S. Constitution was written to govern the government; the UN Charter was 
written to govern nations and their peoples. While our Constitution authorizes no role for 
government in determining the economic and social conditions of the people, the UN Charter 
calls on the world body to involve itself in such areas as employment, health, culture, education, 
and economic development. 

¢ According to the U.S. Constitution, the proper repository of the force needed to control 
government lies with the people themselves. Hence, there is a Second Amendment to protect 
each person's God-given right "to keep and bear arms." The purpose of such protection, 
according to the Founding Fathers, has nothing to do with the people's rights regarding target 
shooting, hunting, or even safety from burglars. Its purpose is to ensure that the people will 
always possess the ability to restrain government, even if it takes the force of arms to do so. But 
you will look in vain for any mention of this essential right in UN documents. The UN does not 
want to be challenged by those it intends to control. 

These and many other differences are fundamental. In short, there is no way that the U.S. 
system and the UN system can be made compatible. One or the other will survive in time. 
Obviously, the steady enhancement of the UN's role is something to be feared. The way to 
overcome such legitimate fear is for the United States to withdraw from the world body. 

Where Mr. Bush Is Taking Us 

In 1985, I had the pleasure of visiting Australia and meeting many of its patriots. They 

informed me about their knowledge of the United Nations' plans for all nations by showing me 
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how their own leaders have placed so much of their nation's affairs under the control of the UN. 
For instance, the people of the Australian state of Tasmania wanted to build a hydroelectric dam. 
Ecology extremists sought to block the project and the controversy went to Australia's High 
Court. There, the top justices of Australia informed the parties concerned that, because the 
national government had approved a UN agreement having to do with "world heritage areas" and 
the dam site was situated in one of those areas, the matter was out of its hands. No dam could be 
built! 

At the time, Australia was party to 385 UN agreements, conventions, and programs, each 
of which, according to the Australian government, superseded Australian law. Australia is, by 
the choice of its leaders, virtually a province of the United Nations. 

President Bush is determined to create the same situation for the United States. He has 
asked the Senate to ratify the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and the 
senators have done so. Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC) has remarked that no member of Congress 
(and we should add, no President) can support this covenant without violating his oath to 
"preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the United States." 

If Mr. Bush gets his way, the United States will no longer control its own affairs, but will 
be subject to the same entanglements that now rule Australia. 

The United Nations is not a good idea gone sour, but a fundamentally subversive 
organization from which our nation must extricate itself if we intend to be the masters of our 
own destiny. 

President Bush's long-standing support of the world body makes him as dangerous a 
leader as has ever walked the halls of government. Americans who wish to remain free must be 
brought to a speedy awareness of where our nation's current leadership is taking us. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


John F. McManus is president of the John Birch Society and publisher of 


THE NEW AMERICAN. 


¢ Helping Israel. An Israeli-based magazine reported recently that the delay in approval of 
Israel's request for $10 billion in U.S. loan guarantees is helping the nation's heavily socialized 
economy by forcing privatization. According to the March 26th edition of the Jerusalem Report: 
"With U.S. loan guarantees in doubt, and funds needed urgently to finance large-scale 
immigration, the process of privatizing many of the 161 government-owned companies is finally 
gathering momentum." For example, 98 percent of the 226 million shares available of Israel 
Chemicals Ltd., were sold the first day they were on the block, despite a snowstorm which 
forced most businesses to close. 

The Jerusalem Report notes that "there is little if any opposition to privatization from 
either of the two major political parties .... There is consensus not only that funds brought in by 
privatization are much needed, but that it improves corporate efficiency." But no action was 
taken until this current financial crisis because the "161 [Israeli government-owned] companies 
... have long been viewed as the political fiefdoms of cabinet ministers." 

¢ What Report? Although President Bush is required by law to provide Congress with a report 
on Soviet treaty violations at the beginning of every year, he has so far failed to deliver this 
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year's report. On March Sth, six U.S. senators wrote to the President asking why he had not 
submitted it. 
Mr. Bush's 1991 report boasted that the Soviets had made some rectification of their 
ABM treaty violations, but it also documented continued Soviet violations of the Biological and 
Toxins Weapons Convention, the INF treaty, and the Limited Test Ban Treaty. With press 
reports indicating that Soviet dismantling of the illegal Krasnoyarsk radar installation has 
stopped, the Bush Administration is reportedly trying to find a way around reporting the ongoing 
violations of the ABM and other arms control treaties. Verifying the continued existence of the 
Russian network of ABM radar installations would not only undercut arguments for continued 
adherence to the ABM Treaty, but would also endanger ratification of the new START Treaty, 
which Mr. Bush wants approved before the November elections. 
¢ State Department Boosts Red Chinese. The State Department suppressed a cabled report 
from the American consulate in Canton about Chinese exports of slave labor-made shoes to the 
United States. A March 25th Reuters dispatch quoted a U.S. government source as saying that 
the report was issued in early 1991 after "two staff members of the U.S. Consulate in Canton 
bluffed their way into a prison workshop in the city, where they saw the shoes being made for 
export." The cable was suppressed by the State Department, which even denied the U.S. 
Customs Service access to the information. When the Customs Service learned about the 
contents of the cable, it was restrained from acting on the information, in violation of U.S. laws 
banning the importation of goods manufactured with slave labor. "The Foreign Service people 
who discovered the prison ... were chastised from above," Reuters quoted a U.S. labor union 
source as saying. "They were told it could endanger the Bush administration's MFN policy." 
¢ Pravda, RIP. The Russian word "pravda," translated to English, means "truth." But until it 
ceased publication on March 14th of this year, the Soviet newspaper Pravda distributed the 
official lies of the Soviet Communist Party. The daily newspaper began publication in 1912 and 
ceased publication after the August coup last year, only to resume publication one week later 
under "independent" auspices. Now the editors have closed the doors of the paper "indefinitely," 
though they are negotiating for bank loans and hope to resume publication sometime in the 
future. 
¢ What Water Shortage? The socialist government of Zimbabwe has come up with an 
innovative method of solving the water crisis in two of its largest cities: censor news stories 
about the crisis. According to the Johannesburg Star, the city of Mutare "municipal [water] 
supply is cut off every other day and households are rationed to 200 litres a day." In Bulawayo, 
the nation's second largest city, the city council says that water supplies will dry up completely in 
July. The government's Council on Water Affairs has imposed a news blackout, according to the 
national news agency Ziana, presumably to prevent a panic. 
¢ More JFK Revelations. Dr. Charles Crenshaw, who claims to have examined President 
Kennedy's body before it was removed from Parkland Memorial Hospital, asserts that the 
President's fatal head wound came from the front. If Dr. Crenshaw's claim is true, then Lee 
Harvey Oswald couldn't have killed the President because the Texas School Book Depository, 
from where Oswald is alleged to have shot the President, was behind the presidential limousine. 
Crenshaw, after a 29-year silence, made the claim during an interview with the ABC-TV 
program 20/20 in conjunction with the publication of his book JFK: The Conspiracy of Silence. 
¢ Not Good for Anything Else. The Soviet ruble has steadily decreased in value over the last 
few years, so a Bermuda-based company has come up with a novel idea to make use of the 
virtually worthless notes. The company, UKTEC Ltd., recently signed an exclusive agreement 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


with the Soviet National Bank to purchase four million uncirculated one-ruble notes to laminate 
and sell as commemorative bookmarks. The company is currently searching for a U.S. partner to 
market the items, which will retail at $2.95 each, about 100 times the black market value of a 
ruble. 

-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


Regulatory Attack 
ROBERT W. LEE 


It's killing our economy and enslaving our nation 


When Shakespeare had King Henry IV advise young Prince Henry to "busy giddy minds 
with foreign quarrels" as a way of diverting the attention of restive subjects from troubling 
domestic problems, he was simply restating a long-standing principle of political intrigue. The 
strategy is evident today in such ruses as the attempt by Congress and the Bush Administration to 
transfer blame for the faltering U.S. economy from U.S. governmental policies to Japan and 
other foreign economic competitors. Whatever motes may be evident in the eyes of such rivals, 
they are trivial compared to the beams in the orbs of our homegrown political masters, who are 
taxing and regulating us to death, in some instances literally. 

Writing in the Winter 1992 issue of the Heritage Foundation's quarterly Policy Review, 
James L. Payne, director of Lytton Research & Analysis in Sandpoint, Idaho, recalled the tragic 
"death of Noah Carolina builder Alex Council in June 1988. Council's construction business was 
destroyed by a train of IRS [Internal Revenue Service] errors and fumbling that culminated in an 
unjustified lien on his business and personal property in 1987. Unable to overcome IRS 
intransigence to get the matter cleared up, Council shot himself, and in his suicide note instructed 
his wife how to use his life insurance money to pursue the court case against the IRS -- which 
she won." 

Harmful to Your Health 

Recently, James MacRae, acting director of the Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, which reviews and approves the seemingly endless deluge of federal regulations, was 
handed a proposed 3,500-page Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) rule 
intended to establish workplace exposure limits for some 1,000 substances in three industries. 
OSHA claimed that the standards would save from 8 to 13 lives, but conveniently neglected to 
include data indicating how the $163 million annual cost of the regulations might harm workers’ 
health. MacRae asked OSHA to look into it, since poverty is associated with ill health, and 
workers become impoverished when regulatory tribulations compel companies to shut down, lay 
workers off, or move to other countries. 

Last year, a federal judge cited an estimate that there is one fatality for each additional 
$7.5 million in costs. If true, the proposed regulations that OSHA claims could save 8 to 13 lives, 
could also cost 22 lives because of the effect of these regulations. Thus, OSHA, an agency that 
claims to be protecting us, may actually be harming us. 

Similarly, the side-impact standards for automobiles, scheduled to go into effect next 
year, may result in more deaths than lives saved. As nationally-syndicated columnist Alston 
Chase has pointed out, not only will these standards "add between $50 and several hundred 
dollars to the cost of each car," but the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration itself 
estimates that "they may save as few as 70 lives per year -- and then only after the nation's entire 
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fleet is converted. The cost per life saved will range between $8 million and $80 million. Yet 
every $40 million taken from the economy, economists estimate, also costs a life: It represents 
money that will not be spent on food, clothing, medicine and other critical needs. The standards 
may actually increase U.S. mortality rates." 

The Tax Tab 

The IRS is usually viewed as a law-enforcement and collection agency, but it is also an 
oppressive and expensive regulatory entity. In his book, A Law Unto Itself: Power, Politics and 
the IRS, investigative reporter David Burnham describes the IRS as "the single most powerful 
instrument of social control in the United States." Its 125,000 employees (five times the number 
employed by the Federal Bureau of Investigation) collectively work to, in Burnham's words, 
"advance or retard an amazingly broad range of social activities, including the practice of 
religion, the role of private schools, the availability of birth-control counseling, and the right of 
political parties to present their sometimes unpopular views." 

Our tax system imposes more than 30 separate burdens on individuals, businesses, and 
society as a whole. The paperwork blizzard associated with tax compliance, for example, entails 
the costs of record-keeping and storage, learning the tax requirements, filling out the myriad 
forms, etc. James L. Payne, in his revealing study, cites figures compiled by an Arthur D. Little 
research team indicating that, for "businesses, the total number of working hours devoted to 
federal tax-compliance activities was 3.614 billion in 1985 and for individuals it was 1.813 
billion, for a grand total of 5.427 billion hours. To put this figure in perspective, the work year 
for a typical employee is 1,844 hours. Therefore the 5.4 billion hours noted above translate into 
2,943 million Americans working full time on federal tax-compliance activities in 1985." Payne 
calculates that business and individual tax-compliance costs amounted to $232.2 billion in 1990. 

To that astonishing figure must be added the cost of lost production resulting from sundry 
disincentives of the tax system. Payne points out, "Every tax amounts to a penalty for engaging 
in the activity being taxed." For example, when Congress enacted the 10 percent luxury tax on 
such items as boats, airplanes, and jewelry in 1990, virtually "overnight, these industries 
contracted as buyers resisted paying the higher taxes. According to a Joint Economic Committee 
estimate, the tax destroyed 7,600 jobs in the boat industry alone." And a 1981 Brookings 
Institution study concluded that for every dollar raised by the corporation tax, the economy lost 
$1.39 in foregone production. Payne estimates the disincentive cost at a staggering $315.6 billion 
in 1990. 

Still other cost factors include tax enforcement, filing penalties (imposed on the basis of 
complex, vague provisions of the tax code), litigation (largely due to disagreement about what 
the law actually requires), and legal tax avoidance and illegal evasion. James Payne calculates 
that these factors totaled $64.5 billion in 1990. 

Add it all together and you have a mind-boggling total of $618.1 billion, equivalent to 65 
percent of the tax revenue collected, making tax collection the most expensive of all government 
programs (twice the defense budget and six times the allotment for Medicare). 

But IRS compliance is just one example of the costs that must be borne by the private sector in 
order to satisfy government mandates. It is estimated that for every dollar the government spends 
to enforce a regulation, the private sector must expend at least $20 to comply. Dr. Thomas D. 
Hopkins, professor of economics at the Rochester Institute of Technology, asserts that federal 
regulations (not counting those imposed by the IRS) cost U.S. consumers around $400 billion 
annually, or more than $4,000 per household. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce estimates that 
businesses will have to spend $70 billion this year to comply with the cost of new regulations 
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imposed by the Clean Air Act, the Americans with Disabilities Act, and other recent legislation. 
As Dr. Paul Craig Roberts, an economist at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, has 
noted, "funds set aside to expand a business will now be wasted on complying with largely 
unproductive regulations designed to appease organized special interests." 

During the Bush Administration, both the cost of regulation and the number of personnel 
assigned to the 52 major federal regulatory agencies have eclipsed the previous high-water marks 
set in 1980 in the twilight of the Carter Administration. Regulatory spending is nearly 25 percent 
higher (after inflation) than it was then, and it is rising. In 1980, there were 121,700 federal 
regulators. The figure had been reduced to 106,000 by 1989, but the budget for fiscal 1992 calls 
for the care and feeding of an army of regulators totaling 122,400. 

A rough measure of the size of the regulatory burden is the number of pages appearing in 
the Federal Register, the government publication that catalogs federal rule-making. And as Cato 
Institute senior fellow Doug Bandow has noted, during 1991 the Federal Register "ran some 
68,000 pages, the third-highest in history and the most since Jimmy Carter was president." This 
regulatory explosion has helped to paint the bleakest U.S. employment opportunity and growth 
picture since World War It. 

Dictators and Disabilities 

Journalist Alan Stang once observed, "One of the hallmarks of dictatorship is that its laws 
are deliberately vague. A dictator wants vague laws in order to make obedience difficult so that 
he may call you guilty whenever he likes." Vague laws, and a dictatorial spirit, have become a 
hallmark of the regulatory bureaucracy. Consider, for instance, the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) and its incredible potential for mischief. 

Congress passed (and President Bush signed) the law in 1990, but its first major impact 
was not felt until January 26th of this year, when public accommodations with 25 or more 
employees. became responsible for taking "readily achievable" steps to remove barriers to access 
by the disabled, provided that the process does not cause "undue hardship" to the business. But 
although the bill has "lofty" goals, it is short on specifics. Because of this vagueness, a gusher of 
litigation has already begun. The April 13th issue of Insight magazine reported, "Congress 
purposely left the definition of disability vague: 'an impairment that substantially limits one or 
more of the life activities of an individual.' Also in the interests of flexibility, lawmakers 
declined to say what a 'reasonable' accommodation would consist of, what 'readily achievable' 
means or even the kind of ‘undue hardship' that a company would have to prove to avoid making 
a site accessible or a job performable for a person with a disability." 

Obviously, what is "reasonable" for one business could be an insurmountable financial 
handicap for another. It will now be left to regulators, courts, and juries (and years of expensive 
and pugnacious litigation) to resolve the dilemma case by case. 

On January 27th (one day after the public accommodations rules went into effect), a deaf 
lawyer filed a class-action suit in federal court on behalf of 200,000 hearing-impaired New 
Yorkers who desire full access to the city's 911 emergency telephone service. And Insight 
reported that "a 12-year-old girl with cerebral palsy has sued the Girl Scouts, saying she was 
turned away from summer camp last year and expected it to happen again." 

Insight also revealed that the "Disability Rights Education and Defense Fund, a national 
advocacy group, has trained 5,000 disabled activists as 'barrier busters' with a mission to seek out 
and file test cases against violators among the 5 million U.S. establishments affected by the law, 
from giant shopping malls down to one-person operations such as home-based day-care 
centers...." 
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Cost of Compliance 

While it is "officially" estimated that the ADA will cost about $2 billion annually, the 
February 19th issue of the Wall Street Journal asserted that "the cost of compliance could easily 
amount to at least $20 billion a year for the next five years." For instance, the cost of compliance 
for an average business "appears to be close to $5 per square foot," counting only those changes 
deemed "reasonable." The Journal notes that there "are an estimated 180,000 square feet in an 
average office building. This places the cost of compliance at almost $1 million per building. 
There are an estimated nine billion square feet of office space in the nation, bringing the total 
compliance cost nationwide to $45 billion. And that's just for office space." 

The American Hospital Association estimates that its members will be spending $20 
billion to bring hospitals into compliance, thereby adding to the cost of health care and 
generating additional pressure for socialized medicine. That brings the tab "to $65 billion and 
counting -- and that's before considering the costs for equipping trains, buses, restaurants, rental 
cars and public facilities." Nor does it include legal and administrative costs. 

Last year Congress approved yet another "civil rights" bill, this time to reverse a number 
of Supreme Court decisions that had worked to shift the burden of proof in 
employment-discrimination cases from the employer (accused) to the employee (accuser). The 
law authorizes compensatory and punitive damages in job discrimination cases and allows the 
disabled to collect such damages under certain circumstances. When you combine such 
provisions with the ADA and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission's pledge to seek 
the full legal limit of relief for every claim it receives, you will understand why so many lawyers 
are smiling. 

Although the new ADA regulations will impact all businesses, they will undoubtedly 
prove more burdensome to small businesses than to larger ones. Small business competition with 
the larger firms will diminish as smaller firms collapse under the financial strain. It perhaps 
explains why, as Insight noted, "all the large businesses and their trade organizations had 
dropped out" of a coalition formed in 1989 to oppose the ADA. And why many corporate giants 
(such as Sears and Coca-Cola) have actually praised the new law. 

A few years ago, when one large Midwest foundry was required to spend nearly $1 
million for new equipment and design changes imposed by OSHA, the owner Was delighted. He 
explained: "That million dollars turned out to be a tremendous investment for us. Not because 
our safety record has improved or because our products are any better. What happened is that a 
number of our competitors could not afford these same demands from OSHA and are now out of 
business. We're booming!" 

Similarly, a large New Jersey railroad boxcar manufacturing firm found its business 
greatly enhanced after OSHA regulations made it economically unfeasible for 70 percent of its 
competitors to continue making side frames and other boxcar parts. Small business, traditionally 
the backbone of the U.S. economy, is being broken by the regulators as many big businesses 
quietly applaud. 

The often arbitrary enforcement of government regulations tends to generate a climate of fear 
and uncertainty throughout the business community. On many occasions, entire industries have 
been hamstrung or destroyed on the basis of superficial, sometimes completely nonexistent, 
"evidence" of product or environmental danger. 

In 1959, it was the Great Cranberry Scare. Two weeks before Thanksgiving, the 
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare announced that a weed-killer used to spray a few 
crops of cranberries hall been linked to cancer in rats. There was no evidence that the substance 
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was a threat to humans. Indeed, to receive a dose equivalent to that given to the rats would have 
required a person to consume bushels of the fruit daily for lengthy periods. Nevertheless, after 
raising doubts, the regulators advised housewives to boycott the berries if they had any doubts, 
and cranberry growers were devastated. 

In 1971, the swordfish industry was flattened by federal claims that a sizable portion of 
the year's catch was tainted by unacceptable levels of mercury. Actually, however, there had 
been only one known incident of possible mercury poisoning from eating swordfish in the entire 
United States, involving a woman who, as part of a special diet, had actually consumed ten 
ounces of the delicacy daily for almost an entire year. 

In 1979, a leak of PCB (polychlorinated biphenyls) at a Montana feed-processing plant 
sent federal Chicken Littles on a regulatory rampage throughout 19 states and two foreign 
countries. The Centers for Disease Control found that no deaths (nor even illnesses) had resulted 
from the accident. Even the FDA admitted that the incident "posed no threat to the health of 
consumers in the affected states." There were, however, many victims, including the 1.2 million 
chickens, 30,000 turkeys, and 5,300 hogs ordered destroyed during the fright-peddling federal 
frenzy. 

Two-Grape Panic 

In 1989, another public panic was sparked when FDA Commissioner Frank Young issued 
a consumer warning against seedless red grapes and other fruits imported from Chile. His action 
was based on the discovery of minuscule amounts of cyanide (not enough to make even a small 
child sick) in two grapes in Philadelphia. Once the economic damage had been done (Chile lost 
an estimated $41 billion from the boycott of its fruit, while thousands of U.S. longshoremen were 
temporarily laid off), federal officials acknowledged that a child would have had to eat 2,000 
similarly "poisoned" grapes to ingest a fatal dose. Commissioner Young defended his action by 
claiming that, although the amount of cyanide found in the grapes was minuscule, it was 
nevertheless more than would be found in nature. But Brigham Young University horticulture 
Professor Ron Walser, a specialist in fruit production and pest management, confirmed, "We eat 
more cyanide in natural food products than was found in the two grapes." 

That same year, long-discredited animal studies were used as the basis for the notorious 
Alar scare. Without the slightest shred of epidemiological data showing that Alar (a substance 
sprayed on apple blossoms to enhance the appearance of apples and keep them from falling off 
trees) caused cancer in humans, and on the basis of a long-discredited study that Alar in massive 
doses might cause cancer in rats, a panic was generated that cost apple growers an estimated 
$100 million. 

These few examples, from a disgracefully lengthy list, indicate how quickly and 
completely private industries can be decimated at the dictatorial whim of federal regulators. 

Conflicts of Interest 

Often, directives imposed by one agency have conflicted with those issued by another. 
For instance: 

¢ The Del Monte Corporation attempted to satisfy OSHA requirements by reducing noise 
at its food-packing plants with insulated machinery. But the insulation absorbed germs and odors 
that exceeded FDA limits. 

¢ The Federal Meat Inspection Service insisted that an Armour and Company 
meatpacking plant have an opening in a sausage conveyer line so that samples could be extracted 
for testing. But OSHA told the company to keep the opening closed, since it constituted a safety 
hazard. Each agency threatened to shut down the plant if its edicts were not implemented. 
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¢ Other Armour plants were ordered by conflicting federal regulations to provide smooth 
and rough floors, or paint and no paint, in the same areas. 

* OSHA told the Dubuque Packing Company in Iowa to install guard rails along its 
slaughterhouse operations to keep workers from falling from platforms. But the Agriculture 
Department (which won) ruled against the guard rails because they might become unsanitary 
from contact with the carcasses. 

* To supposedly protect workers from accidents, OSHA required vehicles at construction 
sites to be equipped with a buzzer or horn alarm signal. Then, to protect the hearing of the same 
workers, it required them to wear earplugs. (In Oregon, where OSHA forced loggers to wear ear 
plugs, a log rolled on a man who had to wait two hours for help because his OSHA-protected 
fellow loggers could not hear his cries for help.) 

¢ The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) wanted steel-mill operators to place 
hoods over coke ovens to reduce air pollution, but OSHA wanted the hoods removed because 
they caused the workers to breathe increased emissions. 

¢ For a time, businesses which disclosed financial data relating to certain inventory 
adjustments, as required by the Securities and Exchange Commission, violated IRS rules and 
risked losing the tax advantages they were seeking in the first place. 

* A federal safety standard requiring masks for certain chemical workers created 
problems for workers with beards, but another federal rule prohibited employers from requiring 
workers to be clean shaven. 

Consumer Product Absurdity 

In 1972, the FDA banned two plastic balls manufactured by Marlin Toy Products, Inc., 
on grounds that the popular toys ("Flutter Ball" and "Birdie Ball") were a potential hazard to 
children because they contained small plastic pellets. The company spent $95,000 to recall the 
toys and thereafter marketed only pellet-free versions. But on October 1, 1973, just prior to the 
Christmas season, the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) published a list of banned 
toys which misled potential customers regarding the "Birdie Ball" and banned the "Flutter Ball" 
unless it contained plastic pellets! Marlin officials requested a prompt clarification of the matter, 
but the Commission, claiming its budget would not justify a special mailing to those on its list, 
refused to notify toy retailers until its next regular listing was sent out in mid-1974. Forty percent 
of Marlin's business involved the two toys sabotaged by the CPSC. The company was literally 
forced out of the toy business, while 75 employees became unemployment statistics. 

Constitutional scholar Dan Smoot once observed, "Every consumer-protection movement 
in American history has moved the nation in the wrong direction, has done the opposite of what 
it promised, has diminished the freedom of the people while augmenting governments oppressive 
power." The CPSC stands as a classic example of this principle of reversal. Established in 1972, 
its official mandate includes authority to ban products, order recalls, and impose standards, 
supposedly to protect the public from consumer items that pose inordinate risks. 

Its first mandatory standard, published in 1976, imposed regulations for swimming pool 
slides. A federal court eventually struck it down on grounds that the agency had never 
determined if the decree would actually reduce injuries. 

The December 18, 1989 issue of Insight catalogued other examples of the CPSC's 
regulatory rancor. In 1973, the agency urged garment companies to add chemical flame 
retardants to sleepwear for children. The most effective substance available was a chemical 
substance known as TRIS, which the industry began using. But in 1977, the CPSC banned TRIS 
after the government determined that it was carcinogenic. Huge inventories of TRIS-treated 
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garments were pulled from the market, costing manufacturers at least $50 million. Congress 
eventually found the CPSC actions to be so contradictory and unfair that it permitted companies 
to sue the government (meaning the taxpayer) for damages. 

Also in 1973, the CPSC ordered manufacturers to cease using certain aerosol spray 
adhesives alleged to cause chromosome damage in humans. The ban was based on preliminary 
findings of a University of Oklahoma Medical Center study, later found to be heavily flawed. In 
early 1974, the ban was withdrawn, but not before serious economic damage had been inflicted 
and at least nine frightened women had aborted their babies. 

In 1982, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation, which had been installed in nearly a 
half-million homes during the 1970s, was banned by the CPSC as a health hazard. Removal cost 
$25,000 per house. Eventually, a federal court struck down the ban for lack of evidence that the 
insulation was actually a threat. 

After the CPSC required "childproof" caps on bottles of aspirin and other pain relievers, 
many elderly persons found them so difficult to open that they began leaving the tops off, 
thereby increasing the risk to children. Studies in which all factors were carefully controlled 
found that the safety-cap ruling had no appreciable impact on the rate of aspirin poisoning 
among children. Indeed, a thorough evaluation of the issue by Duke University Economics 
Professor Kip Viscuisi revealed that the percentage of poisonings from safety-capped containers 
actually increased. 

Shortly after it was launched, the CPSC produced tens of thousands of buttons with the 
slogan, "For kid's sake, think toy safety," as part of a pre-Christmas toy safety campaign. Prior to 
distribution, the Commission discovered that the buttons had paint with a dangerously high lead 
content, sharp edges, and parts that a child could swallow. Needless to say, the buttons were 
withdrawn, with the taxpayer footing the bill for both the production and recall of the 
presumably perilous trinkets. 


Sincere and often legitimate concerns over the quality of our environment have been shrewdly 
transformed into acceptance of government control of the environment. Private property and 
individual enterprise are regularly portrayed as the culprits and ever bigger government as the 
solution. 

Environmental spending now absorbs the proverbial lion's share (38 percent) of the entire 
regulatory budget. The EPA's allotment increased 31 percent between 1989 and 1991, while its 
staff swelled 23 percent. It began operating on December 2, 1970 with a budget of $303 million 
and staff of 3,860. Today, its budget exceeds $4.3 billion as its staff is approaching 18,000. 

According to EPA figures, environmental regulations cost around $115 billion in 1990, 
more than $1,000 for each American family. This year, pollution-control costs will exceed $130 
billion, and will rise to around $172 billion annually by the year 2000 even if no additional 
regulations are issued. 

The EPA's own risk models project that pollution accounts for a mere one to three 
percent of all cancers (from 5,000 to 15,000 per year). Assumptions by the Centers for Disease 
Control peg the number of cancer risks at only 1,200 per year, or two-tenths of one percent of all 
cancers. According to Dr. Bernadine Healy of the National Institutes of Health, the "entire 
budget, public and private, for all biomedical research in America is only $20 billion a year, 
including the $2 billion we spend on all cancers." Which means, as the late economist Warren 
Brookes noted last December, that "we now spend nearly seven times as much controlling a few 
hundred environmental cancer risks 'as we spend on the | million Americans a year who die 
prematurely from all diseases." 
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In 1988, EPA-promulgated regulations, imposed in the wake of legislation passed by 
Congress in 1984 and 1986, began requiring that gas station owners improve or replace old steel 
tanks and bear the entire financial brunt of the clean-up. According to the June 4, 1990 issue of 
Insight, the EPA conceded "that its regulations will increase the failure rate for small businesses 
by about 40 percent." 

On September 11, 1991, the EPA announced new rules requiring municipal landfills to 
monitor ground-water pollution and impose firm federal standards on new disposal sites. EPA 
officials estimated that the new regulations would cost $330 million a year. 

Bad as it is now, the situation will most likely grow steadily nastier for businessmen who 
fail to comply with an expanding list of EPA decrees. Last October, EPA Administrator William 
Reilly announced his intention to crack down even harder on polluters. He boasted that the EPA 
had, during the year, set new records in referring civil and criminal cases to the Justice 
Department and obtaining fines, while tying the record for convictions. "To sum it up: Violators 
beware!" he warned. "If you're dumping toxic wastes or fouling the air and water, we'll track you 
down and take you to court. And if it's a criminal violation, we'll send you to jail." 

Meanwhile, the EPA had made another unique contribution to law and order. In 1990, it 
fined Johnson City, Tennessee $6,000 for removing catalytic converters from three police 
cruisers (and other emission control devices from a fourth) to protect police dogs' sense of smell. 
The antipollution paraphernalia was temporarily deadening the dogs' olfactory capabilities, 
resulting in the loss of valuable time in trailing drug suspects. 

Clean Air, Clean Pockets 

The 1990 Clean Air Act authorizes the EPA to require permits for all point sources of 
some 197 chemical compounds and other substances deemed "toxic." The grass-roots Citizens 
for a Sound Economy Foundation declares that the process will add $34 billion in costs over five 
years, or around $7 billion each year. Economist Warren Brooks speculated that it "could cost 
the nation some 200,000 jobs every five years." And a decision by the EPA to insist on 
"continuous emission monitoring" (which is not required by law) could raise the electric power 
rates for small municipal utilities by as much as 50 percent. 

In the attempt to curb acid rain, the Act requires that by 1995 the 111 dirtiest coal-fired 
plants in 21 states must cut their sulfur dioxide emissions, most likely by installing expensive 
smokestack "scrubbing" devices or by switching to cleaner-burning low-sulfur coal. The latter 
option could cost 15,000 coal miners in the Midwest and Appalachia their jobs. The Bush 
Administration estimates that the cost of the cleanup will run at between $4 and $5 billion 
annually by early next century. 

According to government analysts, the Clean Air Act will cost U.S. industry "only" $25 
billion per year in the attempt to reduce smog, acid rain, and toxic factory fumes. But 
non-governmental estimates peg the annual compliance cost at $100 billion per year or more. 
According to the EPA publication EPA Journal, "There is more to be commanded and 
controlled under this legislation than has ever been attempted before." 

Needless to say, the small businessman will suffer most under the new law. As Dr. 
Murray Weidenbaum, director of the Center for the Study of American Business at Washington 
University in St. Louis, observes, the "typical small auto-body repair shop will have to spend 
about $100,000 for equipment to catch hydrocarbon emissions from spray paint. Furniture 
makers will need incinerators to burn off releases of hydrocarbons. One company says it will 
have to spend more than one-fourth of its $11 million in annual sales to buy new 
pollution-abatement equipment." 
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In addition, about "150,000 small businesses will have to obtain clean air permits. Just to 
obtain one set of the permits will force a small company to spend between $10,000 and $15,000 
on data collection and paperwork. Monitoring devices needed to track emission rates will cost an 
additional $10,000 to $50,000." 

Even more destructive than the direct costs, Weidenbaum contends, is "the enormous 
uncertainty that follows the enactment of new regulatory statues. It will take years for the rules to 
be sorted out, as each regulation goes through the inevitable rounds of court challenges. 
Meanwhile, businesses considering building new factories or expanding and modernizing 
existing production facilities do not know whether they will meet the new standards. The 
sensible direction often is to delay the capital investment until the regulatory dust settles -- or to 
relocate to a more benign regulatory environment overseas." 

In some instances, the EPA's draconian meddling has actually discouraged advances in 
pollution control. If an industry develops a new technique for reducing harmful discharges, and 
actually uses it, the likely result will be a tightening of standards for the entire industry. A few 
years ago, the EPA discovered that cement plants had found a way to filter out significant levels 
of harmful particulate emissions. As summarized by Richard L. Stroup and John A. Baden of 
Montana State University's Center for Political Economy and Natural Resources, in their 1983 
book Natural Resources: Bureaucratic Myths and Environmental Management, the EPA then 
"imposed emission levels for cement plants that were more stringent than emission levels for 
electric power plants," thereby authorizing the electric plants to pollute more. A Portland cement 
plant challenged the EPA's rate structure in court, but lost when the court held that if an industry 
can more effectively control emissions, it should be required to do so. "Because of such cases," 
Stroup and Baden conclude, "many critics accuse the EPA of penalizing innovation, leading to 
continued rather than reduced pollution levels." 

A balanced perspective of the pollution picture could lead to reasonable, cost-effective 
programs to moderate man-made pollution. Unfortunately, the environmental field is dominated 
by special interests and advocates of big government who distort the problems in order to justify 
their efforts to undermine the free-market system and increase government control over our lives. 
Consider these examples: 

Lead: On May 7, 1991, the EPA announced a new rule tightening already stringent 
federal standards for lead in drinking water. The nation's 79,000 water utilities begin testing this 
year, and those that exceed the new standard must either add water-softening chemicals or 
replace lead and lead-soldered pipes. In most instances, pipe replacement must be completed 
within 15 years, although some smaller communities may take 21 years to complete the 
expensive transition. The estimated cost of pipe replacement (undoubtedly understated) has been 
set at $3 billion to $5 billion. Deputy EPA Administrator Henry F. Habicht bragged that the new 
rule "will give us the most stringent drinking water standards for lead in the entire world," even 
as he noted that we already have "the safest drinking water in the World." 

On October 6, 1991, the Centers for Disease Control, with backing from the EPA and 
without so much as a public hearing or legislative inquiry, lowered the "danger" standard on 
blood lead levels by 60 percent. The two agencies called for the blood testing of every small 
child in the United States. As Warren Brookes observed, this additional action "by itself raises 
the number of children considered ‘at risk' from less than 400,000 to more than 4 million, and 
could require the 'mitigation' of more than 40 million American homes and most municipal 
plumbing systems. Mitigation costs per home range from $5,000 to $20,000, and total costs are 
at least $400 billion and could reach $1 trillion." 
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Dioxin: For many years, the EPA has labeled dioxin (a family of compounds technically 
termed tetrachlorodibenzopara-dioxin) as the most toxic and cancer-causing of all man-made 
chemicals. It is a myth contradicted by a growing body of scientific data (for details, see THE 
NEW AMERICAN for October 8, 1991, pages 25-28). The American Medical Association's 
Encyclopedia of Medicine (1989 edition) states that, while it has been alleged that dioxin 
"caused nerve and other disorders in many Vietnam veterans and in others who have been 
exposed to it as well as causing birth defects in children," there "is no convincing scientific 
evidence to support these allegations." Nevertheless, in March 1990, the Department of Veterans 
Affairs announced that Vietnam veterans who may have been exposed to dioxin-containing 
Agent Orange (a defoliant) during the war, and had thereafter developed non-Hodgkin's 
lymphoma (a rare cancer), would receive compensation despite the lack of evidence tying dioxin 
to the disease. Indeed, VA Secretary Edward J. Derwinski specifically asserted that it was "not a 
scientific decision and should not be seen as that," but was instead "a policy determination." In 
May 1990, Derwinski announced that the DVA would also begin compensating veterans 
afflicted with soft-tissue sarcoma, even though a study by the Centers for Disease Control 
released seven weeks earlier had found no link between service in Vietnam and that malady. 

In 1982, on the basis of the dioxin hysteria, the entire town of Times Beach, Missouri 
was shut down, and its more than 2,000 residents forced to relocate, after it was learned that a 
waste-oil dealer had years earlier added some waste dioxin to tanks of waste oil that he then 
sprayed on the roads in Times Beach to control dust. It cost taxpayers $40 million to buy out the 
town. Another $120 million, most of which is to be borne by the company that bought the 
facilities leased by the company that inadvertently produced the dioxin, is to be spent 
de-contaminating the area over the next decade. 

Meanwhile, Dr. Vernon N. Houk, the CDC official who had recommended that Times 
Beach be evacuated, told the St. Louis Post Dispatch in May of last year that he no longer views 
dioxin as the deadly substance he believed it to be and that, if he had known in 1982 what he 
knows now about its "dangers," he would never have recommended that the community be 
evacuated. "I would not be concerned about the levels of dioxin at Times Beach," he asserted, 
noting that it "Is becoming more and more accepted around the word" that the dangers of low 
doses of dioxin have been exaggerated. 

Radon: Another wildly exaggerated environmental "threat" is radon, which the EPA 
claims, without a trace of credible evidence, "causes approximately 20,000 deaths a year in the 
U.S." mainly from lung cancer. To the contrary, when University of Pittsburgh radiation 
physicist Dr. Bernard Cohen evaluated 411 U.S. counties and correlated radon levels with lung 
cancer, he found that higher radon levels are associated with fewer lung cancer deaths! 

In 1988, Congress attached an amendment to the Toxic Substances Control Act 
supporting "a long-term national goal of making air inside of buildings as free of radon as 
ambient air." A paper in the June 1990 Journal of Environmental Science and Technology 
asserted that the "implications of measures needed to achieve this goal are staggering. Even if 
technically feasible, the costs would be prohibitively large, on the order of $1 trillion ($10,000 to 
$16,000 per household times 70 million households)." 

Asbestos: Claiming that school children might be at risk of lung cancer from asbestos in 
the walls of school buildings, Congress passed the Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act in 
1986. The measure, which became effective in 1987, mandated that school buildings be 
inspected for asbestos and that protective actions be taken where it was found. The estimated 
direct costs of abating asbestos in some 45,000 schools ran from $100 to $200 billion, not 
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counting such indirect costs as closing buildings, laying off workers, etc. Once again, the EPA 
pulled a frightening figure from nowhere and claimed that asbestos was causing around 40,000 
deaths annually. Later, the agency cut the figure to 12,000, which was also ludicrous. As a 1989 
Harvard University study revealed, there is only one chance in 100,000 that the death of anyone 
under 65 will be caused by exposure to asbestos, which compares to 21,000 out of 100,000 from 
smoking tobacco, seven from drinking tap water in Miami or New Orleans, three from lightning, 
and three from hurricanes. 

Eventually, studies in such scientific journals as the New England Journal of Medicine 
and Science magazine confirmed that the riskiest thing one can do is disturb dormant asbestos. 
On September 19, 1990, the EPA acknowledged that the best way to handle asbestos in buildings 
may be not to handle it at all. Administrator Reilly told reporters: "I am aware of billions of 
dollars of asbestos removal ... that can in fact raise the risk by disturbing otherwise inactive 
asbestos fibers." He reigned concern about "the very large amount of unnecessary asbestos 
removal that's going on in the nation's buildings." 

In 1980, Congress approved (and in 1986 renewed) legislation creating a so-called Superfund 
program to detoxify sites contaminated by industrial waste. Economist Paul Craig Roberts 
contends that the Superfund program "is failing to clean up the environment, but it is wiping out 
jobs and banks and is threatening our insurance companies." The greatest threat to private 
insurance companies (which are not federally insured), he explains, is that they will be wiped out 
because the Superfund law "provides no government funds for cleaning up the environment. 
Instead it requires courts to assign retroactive liability for waste disposal that in many cases 
occurred decades ago and was perfectly legal at the time. 

"Since waste disposal sites are the historical results of many users, some of which no 
longer exist or have gone broke," Roberts notes, "the EPA and the courts have implemented a 
policy of sticking the liability on profitable businesses that could be remotely connected with the 
site. In practice, this has meant banks and insurance companies, although the original legislation 
had a provision prohibiting the assignment of liability to financial institutions." 

What it means, Roberts explains, is that "banks that had lent money to companies whose 
waste disposal practices have been retroactively declared illegal," and "insurance companies that 
insured aspects of a retroactive polluter's business, even if they may never have collected a penny 
in premiums for pollution coverage," have been targeted by the courts and the EPA. One result is 
that smaller banks "can no longer stand the risk of lending to any company or farm that might 
have a waste disposal problem somewhere in its past since the bank may ultimately be stuck with 
the cost." And holding insurance companies responsible could mean "the ruin of the industry and 
loss of our life insurance savings and liability protections." 

Legal Bonanza 

In 1988, the U.S. Office of Technology Assessment issued a report asserting that the 
Superfund program was ineffective and inefficient and had become a bonanza for law firms at 
the expense of innocent parties and the environment. Dr. Roberts notes that "as much as 60 
percent of the billions of dollars spent under the guise of environmental cleanup has gone to 
lawyers for legal expenses," even as the Superfund threatens "the viability of our life insurance 
companies" and curtails "bank lending to industry." 

Since 1988, the EPA has spent more than $200 million on the Superfund program. On 
June 19, 1991, the Washington Post revealed that $62 million, or about one-third of the total, 
had been squandered on "questionable" administrative expenses for private contractors. Such 
expenses, the Post claimed, included "startup funds" for firms that had no projects to manage, 
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bonuses for inefficient work, executive travel, etc. On that same day, EPA Administrator Reilly 
announced that he would appoint a task force to investigate the agency's expenditures. 

Our brief review of the outlandish cost of the un-elected "fourth branch of government" is 
far from exhaustive. Last year, for instance, Congress passed the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation Improvements Act that former Comptroller of the Currency Robert Clarke has 
described as "the greatest regulatory burden we've seen in modern times." The March 22, 1992 
issue of the Washington Times noted that "even regulators agree FDICIA represents a new 
world order," and that the "comptroller's office now has some 80 teams working to draft 
regulations in response to FDICIA." 

Federal regulators "will have the power to order changes in the board of senior 
management, require a parent company to sell a bank subsidiary, limit interest rates paid on 
deposits, mandate the sale of stock even if it dilutes the holdings of present shareholders, restrict 
asset growth and curtail business dealings between affiliates." In addition to giving regulators 
vast new powers, the law strictly limits their discretion in using them. The trade publication 
American Banker perceives it to represent the "Era of By-the-Book Regulation." 

Forbes magazine once observed: "Every time government enacts a new regulation, it 
places itself in the position of the elephant who stepped on the quail, then tried to help her out by 
sitting on her nest of eggs to keep them warm." Unlike Washington's regulators, however, the 
elephant at least intended no harm. 


Aztec Atrocities 

Aztecs: An Interpretation, by Inga Clendinnen, Cambridge, England: Cambridge 
University Press, 1991, 398 pages, $29.95. 

According to the tenets of the present-day liberal gospel, Americans of European 
background must cultivate feelings of deep guilt over alleged criminal wrong-doings of their 
forebears. I shall spare readers a complete reiteration of all these "crimes" and note only that the 
list is long and that foremost among the supposed criminals is Christopher Columbus. Indeed, on 
account of him we must don sackcloth and ashes and bury our faces in shame. 

In this 500th anniversary year of the Italian explorer's great voyage, the din of 
propaganda has reached ear-shattering levels. Americans are awash in a veritable ocean of 
accusations, particularly accusations over the "crime" of converting pagan aboriginals to 
Christianity. We are informed that a// American Indians, before their "contamination" by 
European Christianity, were happy and carefree and practiced a gentle, uncomplicated faith that 
reflected an innate love of life, freedom, and nature. As always, however, liberal 
twaddle-vendors come up a bit short in the facts department. 

Stark Study 

Though we may not agree with every conclusion she reaches, Inga Clendinnen is to be 
commended for her unvarnished presentation of many details about daily life in one of the more 
"advanced" cultures in pre-Columbian America and especially for her investigation of Aztec 
religious beliefs and practices. The author's aim is to portray Aztec life from the point of view of 
the Aztecs themselves. Her purpose is not to judge, but to allow us to grasp, in some measure, 
their peculiar religious outlook. Aztecs is not written for the mass market. Rather, it is a serious, 
scholarly work, complete with hundreds of notes and an exhaustive bibliography. In this context, 
the author's non-objurgatory approach is probably necessary. Nevertheless, the unmitigated 
horror and brutality of the Aztecs are so profoundly disturbing that even the author is clearly 
affected at times. 
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The Spanish were astonished when they first made contact with the Aztecs, for these 
were truly a remarkable people. Most know of the magnificent pyramidal temples they 
constructed and the splendid stone carvings and gold artifacts that survived the 
Gétterdimmerung wrought by the appearance of Hernando Cortés. Many people are also 
vaguely aware of a darker side of Aztec life, one which involves human sacrifice. What may not 
be so widely known, however, is the pervasive extent of this phenomenon and the many 
purposes it served. 

According to the author, one of the principal purposes of human sacrifice was to terrorize 
and demoralize the many other tribes held in bondage in the huge Aztec totalitarian empire. For 
example, let us consider the fate of the Huaxtecs. We read that after an unsuccessful revolt, 
20,000 members of the Huaxtec tribe -- men, women, and children -- were herded back to 
Tenochtitlan, the Aztec capital. There, one-by-one, they were dragged up the steps of the 
pyramid, stretched across the altar on their backs, and murdered by the waiting priests. Not only 
were the gods presumably pleased by this slaughter, but other subject tribes (and, of course, 
ordinary Aztecs) learned a valuable lesson about the cost of daring to oppose their rulers. "The 
killings," Clendinnen remarks, "were ... explicitly about the dominance of the Mexica ["Mexica" 
is synonymous with "Aztec"] and of their tutelary deity; public displays to overawe the watcher, 
Mexica and stranger, in a state theatre of power, at which the rulers of other and lesser cities, 
allies and enemies alike, were routinely present." 

Religious Sacrifices 

Other blood rites served strictly religious purposes. To propitiate Tlaloc, the god of rain, 
an annual sacrificial offering of small children was required. Children born under a particular 
sign of the Aztec calendar were "purchased" from their mothers (the text implies that the 
"purchases" were forced) some weeks before Tlaloc's festival. On the appointed day, the children 
were handsomely dressed in special costumes and paraded on litters to the temple where their 
tiny throats were cut. 

The Aztec earth goddess, by way of contrast, eschewed oblations of dead children. It 
seems she preferred the ritual killing of women through decapitation. After the severing of the 
head, the victim's skin was rayed from her limp body. A naked priest-executioner then "struggled 
into the [dead woman's] wet skin." So attired, he was seen to represent Toci, the Earth Mother. 
Needless to say, all unfortunate enough to be present worshipped the symbolic Earth Mother in a 
state of abject, mind-numbing terror. 

Bloody Ceremony 

For Aztecs, an enemy warrior was the most prized of captives. Such prisoners were 
stretched over the altar atop the highest pyramid. After plunging a stone knife into the chest, the 
priest tore out the still-pumping heart. Blood was scooped from the empty chest cavity in gourds 
and taken to be daubed on the mouths of stone idols all over the city. The cadaver was butchered 
and specific portions of human flesh allotted to important personages by prescribed formulae, 
whereupon it was cooked and eaten as part of a "maize stew." 

Most will find the foregoing unpleasant in the extreme and for this I apologize. Yet, I 
have not cited the most graphically sickening passages. With this in mind, must we not marvel at 
those who vilify Columbus for introducing Christian culture into the New World and who find 
the blood-drenched Aztecs praiseworthy for their "oneness with nature"? Is it not chilling that 
certain feminists and radical environmentalists wish to re-create a religion like that of the Aztecs 
and worship nature, our "beneficent Earth Mother"? Reading Aztecs, one need have little 
imagination to fathom the hidden agenda in the twisted fantasies of such folk. 
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-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 


ECONOMICS Phase Out Social 
Security! 

In the April 6th issue of THE NEW AMERICAN (page 38), we explored how 
"mandatory" spending has in recent years metastasized like a cancer, consuming larger and 
larger chunks of the federal budget. This spending now constitutes over two-thirds of the federal 
budget, leaving less than one-third of the budget for domestic discretionary spending and defense 
programs. 

The nature of the federal government's mandatory spending programs makes them 
immune to all of the seemingly popular nostrums of the day. Spending freezes, line-item vetoes, 
and waste reduction initiatives cannot affect them, since Congress does not vote on these 
programs and the President cannot veto them. Congress can take charge of these programs once 
again, of course, but the political reality is such that few politicians are willing to tackle this 
issue, much less talk about it. 

A Sticky Issue 

Take social security, for example. Even pugnacious Pat Buchanan, who has been called 
the pit bull of the conservative movement, has backed away from a decade-old article wherein he 
suggested that social security be privatized. 

But solutions that are not politically attainable today can quickly become politically 
attainable during the months and years ahead, as the economy weakens and as the public 
becomes better informed. Although it may not seem realistic at present, it is entirely possible that 
the Congress could be forced to take the social security program off of automatic pilot by the end 
of this decade, as it becomes increasingly obvious to the American people that the present social 
security system is destined to collapse. 

Congress is likely to respond by heading towards means testing on the one hand, and 
higher taxes on the other. Certainly Congress has emphasized the tax option in the past. As the 
chart shows, social security taxes have been rising steeply. In fact, about 40 percent of 
Americans now pay more in social security taxes than they do in income taxes. 

Should Congress adopt a means test -- determining whether or not to provide benefits on 
the basis of financial ability -- social security would become a welfare program. But this 
conversion of social security into welfare would be a tragic mistake. It would sanction the 
immorality of the welfare state. 

The whole notion of "social insurance" run by the government is a fraud. Making this 
seemingly complex and largely hidden fraud more transparent by converting it into a welfare 
program would hardly be an improvement. All the sorry features of the present system would 
remain: buying votes by expanding benefits, raising taxes anytime there is a shortfall, pouring 
billions of "trust fund" dollars into "Investments" in the national debt, and denying taxpayers 
access to far superior free market alternatives. 

It is probably true that the social security program could be sustained as a welfare 
program if benefits were cut -- such as by denying the wealthy benefits (means testing) -- and if 
taxes were raised substantially. But the politics of austerity is usually fatal for those who 
embrace it. In addition, former actuaries of social security have estimated that a tax rate of 40 
percent could be necessary to keep the system solvent. 

The Proper Course 

The only proper course for Congress to follow is to phase out the social security system. 

Congress should not terminate the program instantly, because of the commitments that have been 
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made by prior Congresses and the taxes that have been collected allegedly to fulfill those 
commitments. But Congress can, and should, provide for an orderly phase-out of social security, 
and its replacement with private insurance, in a manner that clearly demonstrates the superiority 
of private programs and condemns the inherent dishonesty of government programs. 

Most of the proposals for privatizing social security and other government programs are 
currently the intellectual property of think tanks such as the CATO Institute and the National 
Center for Policy Analysis. In the past decade, these ideas have developed to the point of step by 
step detail. But these proposals have not yet found a major political expression, with the 
exception of the Libertarian Party. The major political parties will likely not adopt any of these 
positions until it is politically safe to do so. What will bring the major parties out is when the 
power of new constituencies is understood and the public is sufficiently educated. 

The new political constituencies are there for the asking. Young people could be 
sensitized to the inherent damage done to their interests by social security and the burden of the 
national debt; environmentalists could be shown that returning government land to private 
ownership results in better stewardship of the land; and under-employed and unemployed 
workers could be brought to recognize that government has been putting the brakes on economic 
growth through its statist policies. It will be these constituencies that will create the political 
power for change. The challenge for conservatives will be in mobilizing these constituencies and 
in implementing free market solutions. 

-- NELAND D. NOBEL 


BUSINESS REPORT 


Business to the Rescue? 

Billionaire businessman H. Ross Perot has been selling himself recently as a reluctant 
presidential candidate. He calls the presidency the "dirtiest, most thankless job in the world." 
However, "reluctant" Perot is reportedly willing to spend at least $100 million of his own fortune 
for a chance to get soiled in the White House. 

Perot says that as president, he would run the federal government (and the national 
economy) like a business. More specifically, he is fond of saying that the nation's problems 
should be solved "one at a time using the engineering process." Perot would like everyone in 
Washington to "work as a team" as if it were a Japanese "quality circle." 

In his 1944 book Bureaucracy, Austrian economist Ludwig yon Mises stated that there 
are two types of management. The first is "profit management," in which entrepreneurs and 
managers make rational decisions on the allocation of scarce resources based on the profit and 
loss system. 

The second is "bureaucratic management." Here, because bureaucracy is parasitic and 
produces nothing of market value, there can be no profit and loss statements. Hence there can be 
no rational allocation of resources. The result is inefficiency and managerial chaos -- 
bureaucracy! This, argues von Mises, is why socialist planning always fails. Thus, profit 
management and bureaucratic management are incompatible. 

Perot made his billions because of his true genius in the realm of profit management, a 
realm in which he was free to hire and fire, buy and sell, and make bold and brilliant decisions 
based on market information provided to him by his firm's balance sheet. But Perot's business 
management methods will fail if applied to bureaucratic Washington. 

The solution to our nations's current mess is limited government and a free and 
independent private economy. For this to occur, the restored Constitution, not a white knight, is 
crucial. 
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Defense Cuts Cut Jobs! 

On most issues, Senators Christopher Dodd and Joseph Lieberman (D-CT) are on the 
cutting edge of liberalism. But now, Dodd and Lieberman, who built their political careers by 
denouncing the Reagan-Bush defense buildup, have a serious problem: They got what they 
wanted -- reduced defense spending. 

Why are defense cuts and disarmament a problem for these liberals? In Connecticut, an 
estimated 25 percent of all jobs are defense related. During the 1980s, thanks to the Reagan 
Administration's defense spending, the economy of Connecticut and New England boomed. But 
recent cuts in defense spending are having a serious negative impact on the New England 
economy. 

For example, General Dynamics will lay off 4,000 Electric Boat employees in Groton, 
Connecticut if the proposed Seawolf submarine cancellation takes effect. In fact, the Office of 
Technology Assessment has estimated that as many a 2.5 million of 6 million defense jobs 
nationwide will disappear by the year 2000 if current defense cutbacks continue. 

To solve the problem, Dodd and Lieberman have proposed a bill which would provide 
for loan guarantees to friendly countries that want to buy directly from American weapons 
makers. This bill would also create a Presidential Council on Economic Diversification and 
Adjustment which would oversee the defense conversion of private industry. 

The Dodd-Lieberman bill has the typical liberal flaws. American taxpayers should not be 
forced to guarantee loans to benefit the sales of arms exporters and buyers. Is this industry better 
or more preferred than any other? This is nothing more than an income redistribution scheme. 

Also, the proposed conversion council smacks of government industrial policy. 
Government intervention -defense spending -- created this market dislocation in the first place. 
Now it wants to offer a solution. 

The bottom line is that national defense spending is legitimate and necessary for national 
security. However, businesses that profit from dealings with the federal government must bear 
the risk of changes in policy and spending. The Dodd-Lieberman plan would merely maintain 
the defense contractor's over-dependence on government spending. 

Big Government Charity 

In the April 6th issue of Time magazine Michael Kinsley, editor of the New Republic, 
wrote an essay entitled "Charity Begins with Government," in which he offered the recent case 
of former United Way President William Aramony as an example of private sector failure. 
Former United Way head William Aramony was getting $463,000 a year in pay and benefits, 
and reportedly spent $20,000 a year on limousines. An outcry from United Way chapters across 
the nation lead to his removal. 

The United Way is a unique American institution. For years many leading corporations 
and private companies have provided employees an opportunity to voluntarily support a host of 
community charities automatically through payroll deducted donations to United Way. Until the 
recent Aramony outrage, the United Way was viewed by many as a model charity. 

Kinsley hopes that this episode will cause "Americans to reconsider the virtues of another 
way to channel the generosity of the comfortable majority to those in need: Big Government." 
He states, "If you're looking for a charity bargain, think Uncle Sam." 

Coercive "Big Government" is hardly a "charity bargain." Several years ago, Hoover 
Institute Senior Fellow Dr. Thomas Sowell estimated that it typically costs the average charity 
(such as the United Way) about 25 cents to deliver $1.00 worth of social services. Because of 
volunteers and efficient operations, it costs churches about 8 cents to deliver the same $1.00 of 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


social services. 

Meanwhile, it costs Kinsley's "Big Government" $3.00 to deliver $1.00 worth of social 
services. Dr. Sowell's point -- a point that Kinsley and the private charity bashers ignore -- is that 
the poor are not the chief beneficiaries of "Big Government" relief programs. "Big Government" 
bureaucrats (the income redistributors) are the biggest profiters from huge social welfare 
spending programs. 

Americans and American companies traditionally have been very generous. Last year -- 
even with record high tax levels -- Americans donated an incredible $122 billion to private 
charities. If taxes were reduced, no doubt this giving figure would skyrocket. Contrary to 
Kinsley's claims, charity clearly begins with a free and vigorous private sector! 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


THE LAW The Gag 
Rule That Isn't 

Pro-abortion Representative Gerry Studds (D-MA) accurately evaluated the guidelines 
issued on March 20th by the Bush Administration to restrict abortion counseling in Title X 
family planning programs: "What I hear coming from the Administration is: 'Some of my friends 
are for abortion and some of my friends are against abortion, and I am with my friends."" 

The guidelines, however, have alienated rather than mollified both friends and enemies of 
the President. While the pro-Bush National Right to Life Committee expressed its "strong 
approval" for the guidelines, Operation Rescue founder Randall Terry claimed that they 
"revealed just how weak [President Bush's] pro-life commitment really is." On the other side, the 
Planned Parenthood Federation of America took out full-page newspaper ads to charge: "The 
Gag Rule is unfair and it mandates malpractice." 

Guide to the Guidelines 

Why were the guidelines issued and what do they say? Title X, a federal family planning 
program established in 1970, serves four million clients through 4,000 clinics to provide 
preventive, prepregnancy services. Title X ambiguously prohibits the use of its money for 
"programs where abortion is a method of family planning." Until 1988, however, some Title X 
entities did provide abortion referrals under a loose interpretation of the statute. In that year, the 
Reagan Administration issued new regulations to construe more tightly the statutory prohibition 
on funding of abortion. Those regulations were intended to move Title X back toward its original 
purpose of providing pre-pregnancy family planning services. 

The 1988 regulations prohibited, in effect, counseling or referral for elective abortions 
but not for abortions sought for serious medical reasons. The Supreme Court upheld the 
regulations in May 1991 in Rust v. Sullivan. 

Congress, however, responded by approving a bill to overturn the result in Rust. Mr. 
Bush vetoed that bill and the House failed by a dozen votes to over-ride his veto. To gain support 
in that veto fight, Mr. Bush disclosed that he had sent a memo to Health & Human Services 
Secretary Sullivan directing him to adhere to the following principles in enforcing the 1988 
regulations: 

1. Nothing in these regulations is to prevent a woman from receiving complete medical 

information about her condition from a physician. 

2. Title X projects are to provide necessary referrals to appropriate health 
care facilities when medically indicated. 

3. If a woman is found to be pregnant and to have a medical problem, she 
should be referred for complete medical care, even if the ultimate result may be 
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the termination of her pregnancy. 

4. Referrals may be made by Title X programs to full-service health care 
providers that perform abortions, but not to providers whose principal activity is 
providing abortion services. 

The guidelines, issued on March 20, 1992 explicitly adopt the principles of the Sullivan 
memo. The net effect is that neither the 1988 regulations upheld in Rust nor the 1992 guidelines 
effectively prevent counseling and referrals for abortion. When a Title X client is found to be 
pregnant, she must be provided a list of prenatal and social service providers. The guidelines, 
however, are vague in their references to abortion referrals: 

Title X projects may not counsel, refer or steer clients to abortion .... In general, Title X 

staff should state that abortion counseling and abortion referral are not services 

provided by Title X projects. Title X staff will make it clear that they can refer a 

client to the prenatal and social services necessary to promote her own health and 

that of her unborn child. Referrals may be made by Title X projects to full-service 

health care providers that perform abortions, but not to providers whose principal 

activity is providing abortion services. 

Referral to specialized medical care for medical conditions which may 
complicate pregnancy still must be made, even if the ultimate result may be 
termination of her pregnancy .... This kind of referral must be distinguished from 
referrals which are made specifically for the purpose of obtaining abortions. This 
latter kind of referral is ... inconsistent with ... Title X. 

Election-Year Theatrics 

With respect to physicians, the guidelines impose practically no restrictions. The 
guidelines include the statement in the November 5, 1991 memo from the President to Secretary 
Sullivan, that nothing in the regulations prevents a woman "from receiving complete medical 
information about her condition from a physician." Physicians are required, according to the 
guidelines, "to refer a pregnant woman with a health problem, even if that referral ultimately 
results in an abortion." 

Despite the President's pro-life rhetoric and the inflammatory claims of Planned 
Parenthood, the guidelines do not really prevent or seriously inhibit abortion counseling and 
referrals by Title X recipients. The guidelines will be relatively easy to evade and difficult to 
enforce. 

This controversy is election-year theater at its worst. As American Life League's Judy 
Brown concluded, President Bush is "a political pragmatist who wants to be reelected at any 
cost." The Gag Rule, in short, is no such thing. Nor could it be, given the involvement of the 
federal government since 1970 in the birth control business. Abortion, as a back-up to 
contraception, will inevitably be included in any such program. The real question is: Where does 
the Constitution delegate to the federal government authority to involve itself in any programs of 
this sort? 

-- CHARLES E RICE 


GUN REPORT Kennesaw 
Anniversary 

March 25th marked the 10th anniversary of Kennesaw, Georgia's much-publicized 
ordinance requiring residents of the city, other than criminals and those with religious objections, 
to own guns. During 1982, when the law went into effect, crimes against persons (including 
homicide, rape, armed robbery, aggravated assault, and residential burglary) plummeted 74 
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percent compared to 1981, then dropped another 45 percent in 1983 compared to 1982. 
Burglaries fell from 65 in 1981 to 9 in 1983. Last year, there were no murders in Kennesaw. 
Larry Pratt, executive director of Gun Owners of America, expressed the hope "that on this 
Kennesaw anniversary, our politicians will look to models that work," rather than the guncontrol 
dead-ends that disarm law-abiding citizens while criminals scoff. 

Maryland Gun Ban Scuttled 

On March 13th, Maryland's Senate Judicial Proceedings Committee rejected Governor 
Donald Schaefer's proposal to forbid the sale and possession of 48 types of semiautomatic 
firearms. A subsequent attempt to attach the Schaefer bill as an amendment to a separate firearms 
misuse measure backed by gun owners was rebuffed by the full Senate on March 25th. 

Judicial Proceedings Committee Chairman Walter Baker, who had earlier appeared to 
waver on the issue, told reporters after the crucial March 13th vote that he was "a great believer 
in personal rights" and "in punishing criminals." Noting that Maryland's death penalty has not 
been used for 30 years, he asserted: "If we're not going to punish criminals, I will never vote to 
take away a person's right to bear arms." Hopefully, he will not vote to infringe that right even 
should the criminal element begin receiving its just desserts. 

Brady Bill Backer "Bounces" 

Representative Edward M. Feighan (D-OH), the main House sponsor of the Brady bill 
(which would impose a waiting period prior to the purchase of a handgun), would deny gun 
ownership to persons convicted of felonies (including non-violent offenses) or misdemeanors 
entailing prison terms of two or more years. 

Feighan was recently exposed as one of the prime offenders in the ongoing "Rubbergate" 
scandal, having reportedly issued some 397 insufficiently-funded checks, worth $218,994, over a 
39-month period. As Neal Knox, head of the Maryland-based Firearms Coalition, points out, 
"Writing a bum check over $100 to a District of Columbia merchant is a felony. In Virginia, if a 
check is over $250, it's a 5-year misdemeanor. In Maryland, if it's over $300, it's a felony." 

Since Congress has exempted itself from a multitude of laws that impact the average 
citizen, it appears that Feighan did not violate the letter of any law, but he certainly violated the 
spirit of nonfelonious behavior. Based on the standard that he is anxious to apply to others, will 
he voluntarily surrender his Second Amendment guarantee, along with any firearms he may own, 
and pledge to remain gun-free? 

Kleck on Conceal-Carry Law 

In 1987, Florida approved legislation doing away with most restrictions on concealed 
weapons. In his new book Point Blank, in which he analyzes many key facets of the personal 
protection aspect of the firearms issue, Florida State University Criminology Professor Gary 
Kleck notes that critics of the legislation feared "increased acts of violence involving permit 
holders" and "angry motorists shooting it out over fenderbenders." They also predicted that there 
would be a skyrocketing demand for permits. But Dr. Kleck asserts that such fears were 
unfounded, and that while "a large number of permits were issued," there were "far fewer than 
Florida authorities had anticipated." 

Kleck cites Dade County statistics to illustrate the point. "Police officers were required to 
fill out a form every time they were involved in an incident involving a gun in any way, even if it 
involved neither an arrest nor a violent act. Over a period from February through May 6, 1988, 
743 gun-related incidents were recorded. Of these, only six involved use by security guards on 
duty, and one involved a store worker who thwarted a robbery with his gun." Other incidents 
included a "permit holder arrested for drunk driving," an "inadvertent technical violation of the 
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law," and another "technical violation of the carry law" when a man tried to "bring his gun into a 
court building." 

According to Dr. Kleck, "over a three-month period, in the most violent county in the 
state, after a six-fold increase in the number of carry permit holders, there was not a single 
known case of a permit holder committing an act of violence with a gun." 

"All in Favor..." 

A recent advertisement in New Gun Week, sponsored by Jews for the Preservation of 
Firearms Ownership, portrayed Nazi madman Adolph Hitler giving the arm-extended Nazi 
salute, with the caption: "All in favor of gun control raise your right hand." The ad serves as a 
reminder of Hitler's selective and oppressive gun-control statutes. 

On March 18, 1938, Hitler issued a set of gun laws to replace those that had been adopted 
by the Weimar Republic a decade earlier. Under Hitler's edicts, no permits were granted to 
"spies, and people suspected of acting against state." As for Jews desiring a permit, "this 
permission will not be granted." 

On the other hand, "A permit to have weapons is not necessary for authorities of the 
Reichbank and the Riechautobahn," or "authorities who are deputies of the Fuehrer," or "all 
officials of the National Socialist German Worker Party, and the Reichsminister of the 
Luftwaffe," or "members of the army, the police, the whole S. S. [Blackshirts] and S. A. 
[Stormtroopers]," or other select henchmen. In short, Hitler "lawfully" disarmed the people 
(including those most vulnerable to Nazi persecution), while keeping his military and police 
machine armed to the teeth. There are those anxious to reprise Hitler's strategy in the U.S. today. 

A copy of the "raise your right hand" advertisement and information about Jews for the 
Preservation of Firearms Ownership are available for $2.00 from JPFO, 2872 South Wentworth 
Avenue, Milwaukee, WI 53207. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


Facts of Pro-Life 

The February 25th issue of the National Right to Life News announced that the "National 
Right to Life Committee Board of Directors has endorsed George Bush and Dan Quayle for 
reelection as President and Vice-President of the United States." The nation's largest pro-life 
organization cited the President's "pro-life commitment in spite of in.tense pressure and criticism 
from pro-abortionists in both parties and the press." 

Such support is to be expected from organizations which are dedicated to specific issues 
and whose leadership fears the animosity of Democratic liberals. Such support is based upon a 
tactical gamble that the Bush Administration will be true to its word. As the recent Bush 
Administration decision to remove the "gag rule" preventing doctors from counseling on 
abortion indicates, pro-lifers may soon experience the "read my lips" betrayal in the President's 
defense of the unborn. (National Right to Life, 419 7th Street NW, Suite 500, Washington, DC 
20004) 

Teaching Safety 

American teenagers may not be as well-educated as we would like, but they're not stupid. 
When government high schools hand out condoms, and sexual education courses include the 
admonition to "practice safe sex," young people know they've got a green light. Dr. James 
Dobson, in his February 13th newsletter, answers the pragmatist's question: "If you know a 
teenager is going to have intercourse, wouldn't you rather he use a condom?" 

Dobson responds: "No, because that approach has an unintended consequence. The 
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process of recommending condom usage to teenagers conveys five dangerous ideas: (1) that 'safe 
sex' is achievable; (2) that everybody is doing it; (3)that responsible adults expect them to do it; 
(4) that it's a good thing; and (5) that their peers know they know these things, breeding 
promiscuity. Those are very destructive messages to give our kids." 

The "safe sex" message contributes significantly to sexual promiscuity among our 
nations's teens. The chastity message, on the other hand, offers a moral alternative, giving our 
youth a reason to wait until marriage. "Safe sex" means more dysfunctional Americans and more 
government programs to "care" for them. Chastity means more whole human beings and thus 
fewer victims for government to "help." The education America needs most is moral education. 
(Focus on the Family, Colorado Springs, CO 80995) 

Free-Market Medicine 

The March issue of Reason magazine examines the current enthusiasm for socialized 
medicine in the United States. The choice isn't really between nationalized health care and 
free-market medicine, because, as Jacob Sullum reminds us, "the U.S. market in health care is 
not free, and the government's approach in this area is anything but laissez-faire. A myriad state 
and federal laws and regulations restrict who may provide what health-care services .... Adult 
Americans are not free, by any stretch of the imagination, to purchase the health care they want 
from the providers they choose." 

Sullum argues that Americans, in fact, fear a free-market approach to medicine because it 
"would mean an end to the medical monopoly, to the licensing of health-care providers, to 
mandatory insurance coverage, even to the distinction between prescription and nonprescription 
drugs." 

Sullum cites the typical argument critics of free-market medicine offer: "You can trust 
the free market to deliver corn flakes and car washes ... but not something as complicated and 
essential as health care." (3415 S. Sepulveda Blvd., Suite 400, Los Angeles, CA 90034, $24) 

Some Dare Call It Crazy 

The March 16th issue of World News Digest reports that "a publication called These 
EXIT Times has been inaugurated by the Volunteers (the Voluntary Human Extinction 
Movement) in Portland, OR, an organization which promotes phasing out the human race 
through voluntary sterilization and contraception." It appears that in the battle for species 
survival, these folk believe that flowers, animals, and insects should have the upper hand. World 
News Digest comments with some deserved cynicism: "Welcome to the wacky world of 
cheerleaders for the morgue." 

There is, however, a bright side. If enough of these liberals practice what they preach, 
there may yet be hope for the country. (Soundview Publications, Suite 100, 1350 Center Drive, 
Dunwoody, Georgia 30338, $95) 

-- JAMES L. SAUER 


OUT IN LEFT FIELD 


Anti-People Movement 

The international environmental movement has apparently also become an anti-American 
and even an anti-people movement. 

* In California, the Coalition to Stabilize Population recently held a press conference in 
the state capitol urging a limit of two children per family. While saying that mandatory 
population controls like those in place in China are probably "inevitable," the coalition urged that 
restraints be voluntary at this time. The coalition includes the Sierra Club, the Federation for 
American Immigration Reform, and the Ministry for Population Concerns. 
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¢ A United Nations official told a briefing of the Scientists Institute for Public 
Information in New York that the United States is the greatest threat to the world's 
environmental health. "In effect, the United States is committing environmental aggression 
against the rest of the world," said Maurice F. Strong, secretary-general of the upcoming UN 
Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro. "At the military level, the United States is the custodian. At the 
environmental level, the United States is clearly the greatest risk." Strong urged that the U.S. 
dramatically raise taxes on oil as a way of increasing energy efficiency. 

* In February, the League of Conservation Voters released a congressional scorecard on 
major environmental issues and downgraded members of the House and Senate who supported a 
ban on funding for China's compulsory abortion program. 

Children's Crusade 

One of the reasons the Left hates people is because they can't be fooled all the time. That 
is why trees, spotted owls, and snail darters are better constituencies for socialists -- they don't 
talk back. Maybe that is also why the children's rights movement has so much appeal to the Left: 
While kids may talk back, they can't vote you out of office. 

A Bill Clinton presidency might push this agenda to the front burner, as his wife Hillary 
is said to be a leading theorist of the children's rights movement and is chairwoman of the 
Children's Defense Fund, a group pushing the notion that kids ought to be able to sue their 
parents for a whole host of reasons. 

"Decisions about motherhood and abortion, schooling, cosmetic surgery, treatment of 
venereal disease, or employment, and others where the decision or lack of one will significantly 
affect the child's future should not be made unilaterally by parents," Hillary Clinton wrote in 
1979. 

Paul Gigot of the Wall Street Journal concludes: "This is more radical even than it 
sounds; if adopted by the Supreme Court, her theory would give the state a wedge to pry into 
family decisions. It is wild enough that even the intrusive Warren and Burger courts never went 
along. It's just what our lawsuit-happy society needs: Kids suing dad over a job at McDonald's." 

Clinton Money 

Rahm Emanuel, one of Bill Clinton's top national fund raisers, is excited these days about 
the potential of the homosexual lobby as a source of funds for his candidate. He says that Randy 
Close, head of the Human Rights Campaign Fund, a national homosexual political action group, 
has pledged to raise $300,000 for Clinton and is working on a letter to his membership. "Gays 
are the next Jews of fund-raising," Emanuel told the Los Angeles Times. 

Uncivil Liberties 

William Kunstler's Center for Constitutional Rights has a new cause. The group is suing 
the U.S. Patent Office for refusing to register the logo of the Old Glory Condom Corporation, 
which markets a condom illustrated with stars and stripes. CCR, which works closely with the 
American Civil Liberties Union, National Lawyers Guild, and Institute for Policy Studies, claims 
that the denial of the patent is a violation of the First Amendment. 

Democratic Socialists 

Those who call themselves socialists in polite company may be a dying breed, but that 
isn't deterring actor Ed Asner, Representative Ron Dellums (D-CA), feminist Gloria Steinem, 
and others from promoting the work of the Democratic Socialists of America. 

A February fund-raising letter signed by Asner says that he and the DSA remain 
committed to "radical social change" and are proud to be affiliated with the Socialist 
International. "We in DSA seek nothing less than the freeing of the human mind and spirit 
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through the radical restructuring of our economic, social and political institutions," Asner wrote. 
Communist Conspiracy 

Now that the Soviet Union has disintegrated, the Washington Post figures it is sage to 
admit something that it once consistently denied: There really was an international communist 
conspiracy at work in the world for 70 years. In a March Ist dispatch from Moscow by Michael 
Dobbs, the Post detailed how the Kremlin funneled millions of dollars into communist and 
subversive movements around the world, including the United States. "Formerly top-secret 
documents released this week to the Washington Post and the Russian popular magazine 
Ogonyok make clear that a worldwide Communist 'conspiracy' really did exist for much of the 
past seven decades, with the Kremlin secretly funding client parties from India to El Salvador," 
Dobbs wrote. 

Short Stops 

¢ The London Telegraph has come up with a wonderful phrase for rich liberals who give 
fund-raisers for leftist causes: "champagne socialists." It goes nicely with Rush Limbaugh's 
label: "the arts and croissant crowd." 

* Columnist Liz Smith is hopping mad that some of her press colleagues as well as 
radicals in the homosexual activist movement are hoping that rumors Madonna has AIDS prove 
true. "This is negative 'wishful thinking’ of the worst sort," she says. "I think of these people as 
AIDS terrorists." 

¢ Just in time to celebrate the 500th anniversary of the discovery of America, Politically 
Correct Clothing in Washington, DC is offering a button with a red circle and line through 
Columbus's Nina, Pinta, and Santa Maria with the slogan: "500 years of racism, oppression, and 
stolen land." 


-- JOSEPH FARAH 
PUBLISHER'S PAGE Foreign Aid's 
Hidden Purpose 
John F. McManus 


The United States is in the midst of a presidential election. Polls show President Bush's 
approval rating shrinking from 90 percent a year ago to well below 50 percent today. The nation 
is mired in a deep recession, maybe even a depression. The President has already announced a 
federal budget deficit of $399 billion for the current fiscal year, nearly double the largest 
previous single-year deficit in U.S. history. And, as other polls confirm, foreign aid tops the list 
of federal programs most detested by the American people. 

Made-to-Order Issue 

Add all that up and you would least expect the message from the White House to be a call 
for more foreign aid. But on April 1st, Mr. Bush announced an array of proposals calling for 
precisely that. 

The President's action amounted to handing the Democratic challengers a made-to-order 
campaign issue. He put his neck on the foreign aid chopping block, and any Democratic 
candidate addressing the issue could win huge numbers of votes in the primaries and in the fall 
election. 

But Bill Clinton merely chided the President for not offering the aid sooner, Jerry Brown 
ignored the issue, and the other Democratic candidates ducked it as well, even when they knew 
what President Bush was about to propose. 

What the leaders of both political parties are saying is: We don't care what the American 
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people think, how they're hurting, or the cost of federal deficits, or taxes, or whatever. There is 
an agenda for this nation that must be followed, and we're not going to deviate from it. 

The President's April 1st proposal has three parts: 1. Joining with economic partners in 
the Group of Seven to provide $24 billion to Russia to stabilize the ruble and the Russian 
economy; 2. Calling on Congress to approve an increase of $12 billion in U.S. funding for the 
IMF so that this UN-connected lending agency can send funds to Russia and other newly created 
states of the former USSR; and 3. Providing $1.1 billion in new loan guarantees from the 
Commodity Credit Corporation for Russia, Ukraine, and other states. While announcing his plan, 
Mr. Bush noted in passing that the $1.1 billion in loan guarantees is "in addition to the $3.75 
billion already extended by the U.S. since January 1991." 

Add It Up! 

Asked by a reporter what the cost of this giveaway would be for America's taxpayers, and 
where the money would come from, Mr. Bush pointed to the "international financial institutions" 
(such as the IMF) and stated that the U.S. share of that portion of the program would be about 20 
percent. But he ignored the extra $12 billion he wants to send to the IMF and the cost of loan 
guarantees and, in effect, dodged the question. 

Where he can't come up with an approximate cost for his giveaways, we can. If America's 
taxpayers are forced to fork over 20 percent of the $24 billion in part one of his proposal, that's 
$4.8 billion. Add the extra $12 billion he wants the U.S. to send to the IMF and we're up to $16.8 
billion. Then, throw in the new $1.1 billion with the already spent $3.75 billion in credit 
guarantees and the total comes to over $20 billion. 

Now, unless we have been deceived about the recession, there are still millions of 
Americans out of work. The interest on the national debt, which is about to be increased because 
of this proposal, will cost taxpayers over $330 billion this year. Jobs and industries are fleeing 
across the borders, largely because of the government-induced high cost of business here. And 
America is rapidly losing its place as an economic world leader. 

Hold On a Minute! 

Mr. Bush, former President Nixon, presidential candidate Clinton, and a host of others 
tell us that this aid is desperately needed because failure to provide it could, according to the 
President, "plunge us into a world more dangerous in some respects than the dark years of the 
cold war." Nixon cautioned that the Russian people might "not turn back to communism," but to 
something even worse. 

Wait a minute! The Russian people never turned to communism in the first place. They 
had it shoved down their throats by communist thugs financed and dignified by Western leaders. 
During the Reagan and Bush years, these Western leaders have included Richard Nixon, Henry 
Kissinger, Gerald Ford, Jimmy Carter, and other like-minded America Lasters. For a few score 
years, we were told that we had to send aid to the communists to keep them from bombing us to 
kingdom come. Now we have to send aid to the socialists who were communists only yesterday 
in order to keep them from reverting to communism. 

A totally unconstitutional program, foreign aid has taken the productivity of the 
American people and given it to foreign governments. It has been and continues to be a major 
element in the drive to create a socialistic world government whose nickname is "the new world 
order." 

Rather than help the peoples in the nations whose governments get the funds, it keeps 
corrupt and evil leaders in power, thereby postponing or completely negating any chance for the 
real reform these peoples so desperately want and deserve. All of it should be stopped at once. 
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